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Houses without debate. The measure was
signed into law on June 13, 1933 (Public
Law 43, 73d Cong., 1st sess.).

In general, the congressional act followed
the outlines of the original administration
proposals. Amendments advanced during
debate in the House included: guaranteeing
the principle of HOLC bonds, extension of
the coverage of the act to four-family houses
and to bulldings used for commercial pur-
poses, a lower interest rate, direct cash loans,
and removal of the tax exemption from HOLC
bonds. The main change in the Senate ver-
sion was the addition of a provision for cash
loans at 6 percent interest on up to 50 per-
cent of the present value of the property in
situations where the lender would not ac-
cept HOLC bonds. The Senate Committee
on Banking and Currency also added a pro-
vision requiring the central office to make
uniform rules for the appraisal of property
by the HOLC.

The purpose of the act was stated as: “To
provide emergency relief with respect to
home mortgage indebtedness, to refinance
home mortgages, to extend rellef to the own-
ers of homes occupled by them and who
are unable to amortize their debt elsewhere,
to amend the Federal Home Loan Bank Act,
to increase the market for obligations of the
United States and for other purposes.”

Major provisions of this act include:

(1) Creation of the Homeowners' Loan
Corporation by the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board with a maximum capital of $200 mil-
lion. These assets would be provided by the
Treasury which in turn would secure the
funds from the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration. The Federal Home Loan Bank
Board members constituted the Directors of
the HOLC.

(2) The HOLC was authorized to issue
not more than $2 billion of its own tax-
exempt bonds for cash sale or in exchange
for home mortgages. This amount was later
increased to $4.76 billion. The bonds would
carry maturities of no more than 18 years
and provide 4 percent interest.

(8) The HOLC was empowered to exchange
its bonds for mortgages and other obliga-
tions and llens on homes or homesteads
between June 1933 and June 1936 with the
provisions that: (1) No loans could be made
for more than 80 percent of the HOLC prop-
erty appraisal or for more than $14,000; (2)
the property was a one-to-four family dwell-
ing; and (3) that the total value of the
property did not exceed $20,000. Cash could
be advanced to pay for taxes, necessary main-
tenance, and repairs, and for incidental ex-
penses of the loans up to $50 over the face
value of bonds transferred.

(4) The mortgages acquired by HOLC were
to be first liens on the property and were
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to be amortized over periods not in excess
of 15 years at b percent interest. Loans with
no amortization during the first 3 years also
were permitted.

(6) Cash loans for payment of taxes could
be made on the same general terms on other-
wise unencumbered property up to 50 per-
cent of the appraisal. The HOLC was also
authorized to make cash loans up to 40
percent of the appralsal at 6 percent interest
in cases where creditors would not accept
HOLC bonds,

During the 3-year period, June 13, 1933-
June 12, 1936, the HOLC refinanced dis-
tressed real estate obligations and other
liens of 1,017,821 homeowners with HOLC
bonds and cash and acquired mortgage loan
accounts amounting to $3,003,451,321. After
1936, the major objective of the HOLC was
the protection of its mortgage investments
and liquidation of its bonded indebtedness
and capital stock liabilities. Pursuant to
the Independent Offices Appropriation Act of
1952, $75,000 of the surplus funds of HOLC
were made avallable to the Home Loan Bank
Board to carry out final liquidation of the
corporation. The HOLC was dissolved by
order of the Secretary of the Home Loan
Bank Board on February 3, 1954, pursuant
to legislation approved June 30, 1953 (67
Stat. 121; 12 U.S.C. 1463 note).

The National Lottery of Honduras

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. PAUL A. FINO

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 21, 1962

Mr. FINO. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to tell the Members of Congress about
the national lottery of Honduras. This
small and poor nation, like all of our
other South American neighbors, realizes
considerable benefits from its national
lottery.

In 1961, the gross receipts of a national
lottery came to over $15 million. The
net income in that year amounted to
about $2 million. The profits are dis-
tributed by the Council for Infant
Charity which are spent for public health
and hospital facilities.

Mr. Speaker, the national lottery of
Honduras is very productive. If the
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United States had a national lottery, it
would easily and painlessly produce over
$10 billion a year in additional income
which could bring relief to our hard-
pressed taxpayers.

Cablegram From Office of the President
of the Philippines

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
o)

HON. WILLIAM S. BROOMFIELD

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 21, 1962

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, to-
day I received a cablegram from the
Office of the President of the Republic of
the Philippines, which I think is of in-
terest to my colleagues.

The cablegram said:

President Macapagal deeply appreciates
your letter May 11 and wishes to thank you
for efforts which you and other friends there
are exerting to win approval Philippine war
claims bill before adjournment Congress this
year. He also wishes inform you that while
our people may have been disappointed by
the disapproval of said bill, our hearts have
been warmed and encouraged by countless
messages of support to our cause received
from American public officlals and private
citizens.

Thanks and best wishes,
Secretary MuTuc.

It is my hope that the House of Rep-
resentatives will soon have the oppor-
tunity to consider the amended Philip-
pine war claims bill so that we can
demonstrate that our friendship is based
upon something more solid than mere
words.

There are times when I wonder why
we have any friends left in the world as
it seems to be much more profitable to
have been a former enemy.

This debt to the people of the Philip-
pines should be repaid as quickly as pos-
sible. I think we owe it to ourselves,
as much as we do the Philippines, to live
by our own rules and honor of our own
obligations.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Fripay, June 22, 1962

The House met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore [Mr. ALBERT].

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following communi-
cation from the Speaker:

JUNE 22, 1962.

I hereby designate the Honorable CARL

ALBERT to act as Speaker pro tempore today.
JoHN W. McCORMACKE,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

An Old Testament beatitude—Psalm
41: 1: Blessed is he that considereth the
poor; the Lord will deliver him in time
of trouble.

Most merciful and gracious God, the
manifold manifestations of Thy great-
ness and goodness compel our minds
to wonder and constrain our hearts to
worship.

We humbly confess that we often feel
greatly concerned about living a life
that has length of years but seems to
take far less interest in a good and useful
life, one that daily seeks to grow in favor
with God and man.

Inspire us with a greater passion to
minister to the needs of all mankind
and may we be glad and grateful that
there are so many blessings which we
are able and privileged to share with
others to help them carry on with
courage and hope.

Hear us in the name of the Captain
of our salvation. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
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that the Senate had passed without
amendment a bill and a concurrent res-
olution of the House of the following
titles:

HR.11743. An act to amend the provi-
slons of title III of the Federal Clvil Defense
Act of 1950, as amended; and

H. Con. Res. 473. Concurrent resolution
providing the express approval of the Comn-
gress, pursuant to section 3(e) of the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act
(50 U.S.C. 98b(e)), for the disposition of
certain materials from the national stockpile.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R.11131. An act to authorize certain
construction at military installations, and
for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S5.3203. An act to extend the Defense Pro-
duction Act of 1950, as amended, and for
other purposes; and

S.8201. An act to amend section 14(b) of
the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, to ex-
tend for 2 years the authority of Federal
Reserve banks to purchase U.S. obligations
directly from the Treasury.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS FOR
VARIOUS DEPARTMENTS AND
AGENCIES FOR FISCAL YEAR BE-
GINNING JULY 1

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order any time next week to call up a
joint resolution to provide continuing
appropriations for the various Govern-
ment departments and agencies for the
fiscal year beginning July 1.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

Mr. TABER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, this will be a joint
resolution which will provide the Gov-
ernment with funds to proceed from July
1 on, but it will not be for an extremely
long period; probably 30 days, will it not?

Mr. CANNON. We have, of course,
not considered that feature of it. It will
be the stereotyped resolution which we
have regularly introduced for years to
continue the operation of the depart-
ments of the Government.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. There have been
some reports current that a continuing
resolution even running over into the
next calendar year might be presented.
Certainly I would not favor any such ar-
rangement as that and could not sup-
port it. As far as I am concerned, I
am not going to object to this unani-
mous-consent request. But I think what
the gentleman from New York has sug-
gested ought to be considered here, that
we follow the precedents that heretofore
have been carried on limiting these ex-
tensions to 30 days at a time, in the hope
that appropriation bills can be brought

before the Congress and acted upon as
they should be.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. TABER reserved all points of
order on the joint resolution.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRITORIAL
AND INSULAR AFFAIRS

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Territorial and Insular Affairs
of the House Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs be permitted to sit during
general debate this afternoon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
out objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

With-

FACTS ON FARM LOAN PROGRAMS

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BECKWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
have been very interested in the work-
ings of the farm programs for many
years as pages of the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
orp will show. One of the questions that
the Congress has not come to grips with,

June 22

pertaining to the farm program in my
opinion is this simple question. How
many farmers receive annually not only
a cotton loan, for example, from the
Commodity Credit Corporation, but are
in the same year receiving loans on sev-
eral crops? I have been undertaking to
obtain some information along this line
and it is very difficult to get. It seems
this is the type of information that is
not easy to obtain.

From Big Springs, Tex., Howard
County, I have a letter I received this
morning that says—and there are not so
many farmers in that county:

Farmers participating in 2 of these pro-
grams, 30.

Farmers participating in 3 of these pro-
grams, 10,

Farmers participating in four of these
programs, six.

Mr. Speaker, I say again the Members
of this Congress who want to have a
sound farm program should find out how
many farmers are getting as many as
four or five Commodity Credit loans on
as many as four different crops annually.

I include the Howard County letter
and other letters:

Bi1G SrrING, HowaARD COUNTY, TEX.,
June 19, 1962,
Hon. LiNDLEY BECKWORTH,
Congress of the United States,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: We believe the following tabula-

tion will answer your letter of June 4, 1962:

1968 1959 1060 1961

21 0 0 0

$18, 503. 41 0 0 0
12 69 92 64

$10, 676. sg $73, 506 9'3, $89, 564, 45 $66, 417. 73
$6, 640. 78 0 0 0
2 0 0 0

$12, 533. 46 0 0 0

Cotton: Howard County has 800 cotton
farms. Approximately all farmers used cot-
ton loan programs during the 4 years but
information on total loaned is not filed in
this office.

There was no participation in other pro-
grams,

Farmers participating in programs of two
of these crops: Approximately 30.

Farmers participating in programs of three
of these crops: Approximately 10.

Farmers participating In programs of four
of these crops: Approximately six.
Yours truly,
JoHN G. HAMMACK, Jr.,
Office Manager.

WasHINGTON COUNTY, BLAIR, NEBR.,
June 20, 1962,
Mr. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR S1r: Listed below is the information
requested In your letter of June 4, 1962:

Crap 1958 1959 1960 1061
Barley..__ it None None None None
Comn 609 773 857 763
Totalloaned. . ioicnagis ooy $1, 336, 265. 02 $1, 678, 044, 60 $2, 082, 332. 52 $1, 826, 075, 48
Grain sorghum 34 0 4 43
Total loaned.- $388, 816, 09 $27,511.48 $73,390.48 $55, 440. 41
Oats__ 1 None 2 ]
Total loaned . $4, 480, 3: .................. 80:%9. 12 §1, 689, 70
s 1
Tgteni loaned .. $661. 25 $416. 10 m’_:: T
Boybeans.__. 1 20 251
Total loaned. $221, 97{,2![)7 . §55, -ilﬂﬁ*i $24,017. 94 $300, 603, 83
176 111
$387, 368. 40 $122, 960, 38 $286, 350, 156 $181, 334, 49
None None ong Nons
None None None Nona
Nonae None None None
2 360 140 250 300
3 75 30 10 50
4 :) 3 3 2 2
Yours truly,

Roranp P, SMITH,
Office Manager.
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CHASE COUNTY,
CorroNwoop FaLLs, KANS,
June 20, 1962.
LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAR CONGRESSMAN BECKWORTH: In reply
to your inquiry of June 4, about the grain
crop loans for the past 4 years, it is our
understanding that the Kansas State ASCS
office has furnished the information which
you requested to the Department of Agri-
culture in Washington, D.C.

This information may be obtained by you
through the Department in Washington,
D.C.

Very truly yours,
Cecin. R. WiLsoN,
Office Manager.

Lagmy, KearNY CoUNTY, KaANS,,
June 20, 1962,
Hon. LINDLEY BECKWORTH,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: It is our understanding that the
information requested in your letter dated
June 4, regarding grain crop loans in the
last 4 years, has been furnished by the
Kansas ASCS State office to the Department
in Washington, D.C.

Yours truly,
E. R. VINCENT,
Office Manager.

JUNE 4, 1962,

Dear Directror: For the years 1958, 1959,
1860, and 1961 I desire the following in-
formation for your county:

How many barley producers participated
in the Commodity Credit Corporation loan
program? What was the total loaned in your
county in each year? None,

How many corn producers participated in
the Commodity Credit Corporation loan pro-
gram? What was the total loaned in your
county in each year? None.

How many grain sorghum producers par-
ticipated in the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion loan program? What was the total
loaned in your county in each year? None.

How many oat producers participated in
the Commodity Credit Corporation loan pro-
gram? What was the total loaned in your
county in each year? None.

How many rye producers participated in
the Commodity Credit Corporation loan pro-
gram? What was the total loaned in your
county in each year? None.

How many soybean producers participated
in the Commodity Credit Corporation loan
program? What was the total loaned in
your county in each year? None.

How many wheat producers participated
in the Commodity Credit Corporation loan
program? What was the total loaned in
your county in each year? None.

How many peanut producers participated
in the Commodity Credit Corporation loan
program? What was the total loaned in your
county in each year? None.

How many rice producers participated in
the Commodity Credit Corporation loan pro-
gram? What was the total loaned in your
county in each year? Not applicable.

How many cotton producers participated in
the Commodity Credit Corporation loan pro-
gram? What was the total loaned in your
county in each year?

How many farmers participated in the
programs of two of these crops? How many
farmers participated in the programs of
three of these crops? How many farmers
participated in the programs of four of
these crops?

For this information I shall be grateful.

Regards,
LINDLEY BECKWORTH,

CVIII—T718
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Dear Sir: There has been no participation
in the feed grain program as the local mar-
ket for the years 1958 through 1961 was above
the loan value of each commodity.

We have approximately 1,600 upland cot-
ton producers and 850 extra-long-staple pro-
ducers that are eligible to participate in the
Commodity Credit Corporation loan program.
However, this program is handled through
the lending agencles, cotton brokers and cot-
ton buyers. These agencles have customers
west of the Pecos in Texas, all of New Mexico
and some in Arizona and California. It is
impossible to determine the number of farm-
ers who participated or the amount loaned
in El Paso County for each year. The agen-
cies state that approximately 90 to 95 percent
of these loans are repaid by the producers
including storage, interest, insurance, com-
pression and freight, in this area for each of
the years 1958 through 1961.

It might be possible for you to get this
information by counties through the cotton
division of the ASCS commodity office, USDA,
Wirth Bullding, 120 Marais Street, New
Orleans, La.

A, W. JEWELL,
Office Manager, El Paso County ASCS,
El Paso, Tez.

PRESIDENTIAL SOUR GRAPES

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, fo-
day we are witnessing an embarrassing
and distressing performance from the
man we elected President in 1960 by less
than 50 percent of the votes cast. After
due process, considerable debate, and
ample opportunity for amendment, the
House has rejected as improvident and
unworkable, the Eennedy-Freeman farm
bill. In spite of the strong-arm tactics
used by the President and his cohorts to
try and ram this bill through the House,
48 Members of the President’s own
party—16 from the North and 32 from
the South—voted against it.

Despite what seems to be obvious to
everyone else, the President apparently
did not get the message: This bill was a
bad bill. The majority of the House
Members believed it was not worthy to
become the law of the land. And we re-
sented the President’s tactics in trying
to force it upon us.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the President
should stop trying to blame the Repub-
licans for his defeat, a disproved coali-
tion, or anything else—stop acting like a
spoiled child, in other words—and take
his licking like a man.

1f the President will now try to come up
with a farm bill that would preserve in-
stead of destroy the freedom to farm, it
might well better serve the Nation than
the unseemly display of petulance and
childish anger we have seen.

HYPOCRISY THE GREATEST OF ALL
SINS
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I have
before me the Legislative Newsletter of
May 28 of the Americans for Democratic
Action. That organization has rated me
consistently at zero on my voting record,
and of that I am very proud. I have al-
ways been taught that hypocrisy is the
greatest of all sins. The Americans for
Democratic Action have reached the
greatest height of hypocrisy in their
communication. I will now read the
article in the ADA newsletter, but I must
revise to conform to the rules:

The communications satellite issue is fast
ripening in the other body and mid-June is
the best guess for probable floor action. A
Member of the other body has now firmly
committed himself to filibuster; he will be
joined by others. This lssue can be won;
but it can be won only if the Member gets
enough cofilibusterers to stop the AT. & T.
bill hy sheer power of talk, and this needs
one thing and one thing only; bodles. It
is not enough for anyone to say (as many of
them have) that they will vote against the
bill on the final vote, for if it comes to a
vote it is absolutely lost. Every liberal must
talk and talk his heart out if this battle is
to be won.

I have had to revise some words fo
conform to the rules, but the message is
identical. This is the same ADA that
supposedly has fought filibusters for
years, that only last year supported the
stacking of the House Rules Committee
to liberalize it.

VOTES ON THE FARM BILL

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to say that I heard this talk about why
the farm bill was defeated and why
people voted either for or against it.

I did not vote against the President
nor against the bill. I voted in good
conscience because I tried to write into
the legislation some protection for the
57,000 independently owned family-sized
farms of Pennsylvania that would be cut
off under the provisions of this bill
simply because they used the base year
1959-60. If we had moved that base
year up to 1960-61 and given the Penn-
sylvania farmers an even break in their
economy I never would have voted to
send the bill back to committee. I am
not opposed to the program advanced
by the President. I did not get my arm
twisted nor my leg broken, even though
I do use a cane.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OP-
ERATIONS—PERMISSION TO FILE
A REPORT
Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that the Committee on

Government Operations may have until
midnight Friday to file a report entitled
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“Availability of Information From Fed-
eral Departments and Agencies—Tele-
phone Monitoring, Second Review.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from California?

There was no objection.

BOARD OF REGENTS, SMITHSONIAN
INSTITUTION

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent for the im-
mediate consideration of House Joint
Resolution 722 providing for the filling
of a vacancy in the Board of Regents of
the Smithsonian Institution of the class
other than Members of Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.

: The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
ows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
vacancy in the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution, of the class other
than Members of Congress, be filled by the
appointment of Willlam A. M. Burden, a
citizen of New York, for the statutory term
of six years, to succeed Arthur H. Compton,
deceased.

The resolution was ordered to be en-
grossed and read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on House Administration be dis-
charged from further consideration of
Senate Joint Resolution 192, providing
for the filling of a vacancy in the class
cother than Members of Congress, an
identical resolution to the one just
passed, and for the immediate considera-
tion of the Senate resolution.

The SPEARER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved by the BSenate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
vacancy in the Board of Regents of the
Smithsonian Institution, of the class other
than Members of Congress, be filled by the
appointment of Willilam A, M. Burden, a
citlzen of New York, for the statutory term
of six years, to succeed Arthur H. Compton,
deceased.

The resolution was ordered to be read
a third time, was read the third time,
and passed.

A motion to reconsider and a similar
House resolution (H.J. Res. 722) were
laid on the table.

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS TRUST

I FUND

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent for the im-
mediate consideration of the bill (8.
3266) to amend section 2 of the act en-
titled “An act to create a Library of
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Congress Trust Fund Board, and for
other purposes,” approved March 3,
1925, as amended (2 U.S.C. 158), relat-
ing to deposits with the Treasurer of
the United States of gifts and bequests
to the Library of Congress and to raise
the statutory limitation provided for in
that section.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, does this bill call for
a new board or commission?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. It is not.
It is merely an amendment to that act.
This, I might say, is a Senate bill ap-
proved by the Committee on House
Administration unanimously. All it
does is to remove the limitation in the
present law fixing the maximum deposit
with the Treasurer of the United States
on bequests at $56 million. This would
increase that limitation to $10 million
to permit them to accept gifts and be-
quests, which would be deposited in
the Treasury of the United States.

Mr. GROSS. This adds no new per-
sonnel in Government nor does it pro-
vide for pay increases; is that correct?

Mr. JONES of Missouri. No new
personnel, no new cost.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Missouri?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
2 of the Act entitled “An Act to create a
Library of Congress Trust Fund Board, and
for other purposes”, approved March 3, 1925,
as amended (2 U.S.C. 168), is further
amended by striking out “$5,000,000" at the
end of the section and inserting in lieu
thereof “$10,000,000".

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

AUTHORIZING LOAN OF NAVAL VES-
SELS TO FRIENDLY FOREIGN
COUNTRIES

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 703, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
12037) to authorize the loan of naval vessels
to friendly forelign countrles and the exten-
sion of certain naval vessels loans now in ex-
istence. After general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill, and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Armed Bervices, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the five-minute rule, At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopt-
ed, and the previous guestion shall be con-
sidered as ordered onm the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.
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Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes of my time to the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Brownl, and pending
that I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 703
provides for the consideration of H.R.
12037, a bill to authorize the loan of
naval vessels to friendly foreign coun-
tries and the extension of certain naval
vessels loans now in existence. The res-
olution provides for an open rule with
1 hour of general debate.

H.R. 12037 would authorize the exten-
sion of the existing loans made under
the authority granted by the act of July
11, 1952, as amended August 29, 1957,
of two submarines to the Government of
the Netherlands. The bill would also
authorize the loan of a total of eight
vessels of the destroyer and submarine
category of the Reserve Fleet to certain
friendly foreign countries. The loans to
the Government of the Netherlands were
for a period of 5 years and will expire
early in 1963.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 703.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Erriorr] has just ex-
plained, this resolution makes in order
consideration of the bill (H.R. 12037) to
authorize the loan of naval vessels to
friendly foreign countries, and for the
extension of certain naval vessel loans
now in existence.

This bill was reported unanimously,
as I understand it, by the Committee on
Armed Services of the House.

This legislation is approximately the
same as a number of similar bills that
have been enacted by the Congress
throughout the years. Most of the ves-
sels that will be loaned are of the type
that will soon be obsolete, and are being
replaced in our own Navy.

As far as I know, there is no opposi-
tion to this rule, and I have no requests
for time.

Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question,

The previous gquestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY FOR THE
TEXAS & PACIFIC RAILWAY CO.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules I
call up House Resolution 700 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve ltself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
11244) to supplement certain provisions of
Federal law incorporating the Texas and
Pacific Railway Company in order to give
certain additional authority to such com-
pany. After general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill, and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Inter-




1962

state and Foreign Commerce, thie bill ghall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. At the conclusion of the considera-
tion of the bill for amendment, the Commit-
tee shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit,

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself as much time as I may con-
sume, pending which I yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Brown1.

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order
the consideration of HR. 11244, Itis an
open rule. It provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate.

The Texas & Pacific Railway Co. was
one of five railroads which originally ob-
tained a Federal charter. It is an old
charter, and the reading of it makes in
doubt whether or not that railroad can
make any connection with any other rail-
road unless it runs in an easterly and
westerly direction. This simply amends
that charter to give the railroad the
same authority enjoyed by other rail-
roads, subject, of course, to Interstate
Commerce Commission control. The
second section of the bill would allow the
Texas & Pacific Railway to increase its
capital stock from $75 million to $100
million.

Mr. Speaker, as far as I know, there is
no opposition to the rule.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THORNBERRY. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Is the purpose of this
bill to permit a merger between the Texas
& Pacific and any other railroad?

Mr. THORNBERRY. If it is I do not
know it.

Mr. PATMAN. Did the hearings dis-
close anything about that?

Mr. BROOKS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THORNBERRY. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.
Mr. BROOKS of Texas. As the author

of the bill, I would be pleased to state
that the purpose of this legislation was
not to facilitate a merger, as the hearings
clearly show in the testimony before the
committee, and I cite from them. In
reply to that direct question, the presi-
dent of the Texas & Pacific Railway Co.
said that the Texas & Pacific has no
present plans to acquire other railroads
or merge with other railroads. The pri-
mary purpose of this legislation is to put
them in the same position as other rail-
roads in the United States, this being the
only railroad operating under a charter
in the United States.

Mr, PATMAN. But, will this make it
easier for merger if they desire to merge?
In other words, will this expedite a
merger in any way?

Mr. BROOKS of Texas. I doubt that
that would be particularly helpful, in that
81 percent of the present ownership of
the Texas & Pacific is held by the Missou-
ri Pacific, and they already control it. I
would think that this legislation would,
in effect, give the Texas & Pacific a
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better opportunity to preserve its iden-
tity as an independent or semi-independ-
ent railroad, despite the present major
ownership by another organization.

Mr. PATMAN. And there is nothing
in this bill that would give aid and com-
fort to any merger by the Texas &
Pacific with the Missouri Pacific or any
other railroad?

Mr. BROOKS of Texas. Not specifi-
cally. It would give them the same
opportunity that other railroads enjoy
in their efforts to maintain their iden-
tity and their effort to maintain a sep-
arate corporate entity.

Mr, PATMAN. It is not the inten-
tion of this legislation to make it easier
or to permit a merger of any kind?

Mr. BROOKS of Texas. I do not
know what the detailed answer to that
would be. I would say that the presi-
dent of the company stated clearly that
they had no merger plans and that the
sole plan was to enable them to have
the same opportunity that other rail-
roads in the United States have to sur-
vive. They have no plans to merge, but
they hope they can maintain their sep-
arate identity.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. THORNBERRY. I yield to the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. With respect to the
question asked by the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Parman], I understand this
bill would simply place the Texas &
Pacific Railway on the same footing as
other railroads, and in the event of an
application for merger it would still be
necessary for them to follow the same
procedure that any other railroad would
have to follow and obtain concurrence
and approval of the ICC.

Mr, THORNBERRY. That is correct.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. THORNEERRY], a member of
the Committee on Rules, has explained
this rule very ably. This bill, as I under-
stand it, was reported unanimously by
the legislative committee having juris-
diction.

Mr. Speaker, the Texas & Pacific Rail-
road is one of the few railroads in the
country that was chartered by the Gov-
ernment, I believe, first in 1871. Since
that time, in almost every action that
railroad has taken as far as growth is
concerned especially, it has been neces-
sary to amend its charter.

Mr. Speaker, I have read the report
rather thoroughly and I want to assure
my good friend, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Parman], that neither the
Federal Reserve Board nor Billie Sol
Estes has had any connection with this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question.

The previous guestion was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.
tal?l motion to reconsider was laid on the

e.
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POSTPONING SEC REPORT TO
CONGRESS
Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker,

by direction of the Committee on Rules,
I call up House Resolution 702, and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 11670)
to postpone by three months the date on or
before which the Securities and Exchange
Commission shall report to the Congress the
results of its study and investigation pur-
suant to section 19(d) of the Securities Ex-
change Act of 1934, and for other purposes.
After general debate, which shall be con-
fined to the bill, and shall continue not to
exceed one hour, to be equally divided and
controlled by the chalrman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
gideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without Iintervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume and, following that, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Brownl].

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 702
provides for the consideration of H.R.
11670, a bill to postpone by 3 months
the date on or before which the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission shall re-
port to the Congress the results of its
study and investigation pursuant to sec-
tion 19(d) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934, and for other purposes. The
resolution provides for an open rule with
1 hour of general debate.

H.R. 11670 would extend the comple-
tion date of the special study of the se-
curities markets which the Congress had
directed be made by the Securities and
Exchange Commission from January 3,
1963, until April 3, 1963, and authorizes
an additional $200,000 for the 65 posi-
tions of the special study to operate as a
unit until the latter date. Approval of
this proposal would increase the total
amount authorized for the study from
$750,000 to $950,000.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 702.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. THorRNBERRY] has explained
this rule very thoroughly and very clear-
ly. The Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce brought this meas-
ure before the Committee on Rules, and
did so by unanimous vote. It explained
to the satisfaction of the members of
the Rules Committee that the extension
of time for the completion of this study
by the Security and Exchange Commis-
sion was necessary.

Mr. Speaker, I know of no objection of
any kind to the rule, and yield back the
balance of my time.
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Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHORIZING LOAN OF NAVAL VES-
SELS TO FRIENDLY FOREIGN
COUNTRIES

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I move that the House resolve itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 12037) to au-
thorize the loan of naval vessels to
friendly foreign countries and the exten-
sion of certain naval vessel loans now
in existence.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Florida.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the consid-
eration of the bill HR. 12037, with Mr.
Evins in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr, BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I re-
quire.

Mr. Chairman, this bill would author-
ize the extension of the loan of two sub-
marines to the Government of the
Netherlands and would authorize the
loan of eight other ships, submarines and
destroyers to other friendly foreign na-
tions.

The whole program of loans of ships to
friendly foreign nations is a continuing
one and one with a definite design.

The establishment of military bases
in foreign countries is first and above all
a matter of self-interest to the United
States. We know we do not have a base
on the island of Okinawa just to protect
Okinawans. The base is there primarily
to protect the United States and the
people of the United States.

So it is with the loaning of ships to
foreign nations. Each of these ships is
lent with a specific purpose in mind.
And for the most part, this purpose is
that of providing a capability in anti-
submarine warfare.

During the hearings before the full
committee, a witness was asked whether
if these ships were not lent to the
friendly foreign mnations, would the
United States have to post its own ships
and its own crews in those areas.

The witness answered in this fashion:
He said:

There would have to be ships in these
areas, but—

He said—

the U.S. Navy would simply not be capable
of doing the job itself.

So, to repeat, we are serving our own
military self-interest when we lend these
ships. Any benefit of a defensive na-
ture which accrues to the particular for-
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eign nations is a valuable one, but it is
a collateral one.

With respect to the expense involved,
and this bill will involve something in
the order of $30 million, I will say that it
would cost many times that amount for
us to do the job ourselves.

As has been true with respect to all of
the previous ship loan bills, provision is
made that the loans be for a period of
not more than 5 years and are on the
very definite condition that the loan may
be terminated at an earlier date if the
defense requirements of the United
States require this at the present time.

I think it is important to note also
that section 7 of the bill requires that
any loan or extension of a loan be made
only affer the Secretary of Defense, after
consultation with the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, determines that the loan or ex-
tension is in the best interests of the
United States. Even then the Secretary
must keep the Congress advised of any
loans or extensions which are made.

The extension of the submarine loan
to the Netherlands is set out specifically
in the bill itself. The other countries
involved are Greece and Spain in the
European area and Chile, Columbia,
Peru, and Venezuela in the Latin Ameri-
can area.

All of these countries have a proven
capability to man and operate these
ships and their very geographic loca-
tions indicate how important it is to
have on-station ships of the submarine
and destroyer types.

Let me repeat that the great benefit
to be derived from these loans is one
which is received by our own counftry.
There must be ships in these areas and
since most of the countries have little or
no capability for building such ships,
they must come from somewhere else.
As the leader of the free world and as the
nation with the greatest number of ships
available, we are the logical source for
them.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may require, and
ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, the specif-
ics of the bill have been well covered
already and I will not, therefore, repeat
any of this information.

I will, however, draw the attention of
the House to the hearings on the bill
which bring out a number of collateral
matters which I think might be of con-
siderable importance to the membership
of the House. For example, on page
5331 is a list of the 65 ships which are
currently on loan.

You will note that some of the coun-
tries which are the recipients of ships
under this bill already are in possession
of other ships previously lent to them.

For example, Chile, which I had the
privilege of visting last December, which
would get two more destroyers under
this bill, already has two of our subma-
rines and two of our destroyers. I might
interpolate at this point that they have
a cruiser which they have obtained from
another sovereign nation.
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Colombia would get one destroyer un-
der this bill and it already has one
destroyer from us; Greece would get two
destroyers under this bill and it already
has two submarines and four destroy-
ers; Peru would get one destroyer and
already has two destroyers; and Spain
would get one submarine and it already
has one submarine and five destroyers.

Another matter which would be of in-
terest, I think, is where did the South
American countries who would be the
recipients of ships under this bill stand
at the meeting at Punta del Este?

I am happy to say that Peru, Vene-
zuela, and Colombia have been with us
all the way with respect to Cuba and
were with us at the meeting at Punta
del Este.

In the case of Chile, Chile did vote
against us but only on the technical
ground that it felt that the expulsion of
Cuba was outside of the charter of the
OAS. After the vote, however, Chile
supported us all the way and has proved
itself to be our great friend.

In fact, I visited with the Minister of
War in Chile and the commander in
chief of the armed forces. I think I ean
assure the membership they will con-
tinue in this manner.

Another thing which I think would be
of interest to Members of the House is
how the determination is made that
these ships are required and can be used
by the foreign eountries.

This is generally the procedure. The
need for the ships is developed by the
country team involved. They then get
the approval of the unified commanders
and the representatives of the Defense
Department and the State Department
in the military assistance plans and pro-
grams groups. The plans are also re-
viewed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
all of the Navy’s views are incorporated
in the material furnished the Joint
Chiefs.

You will note in the report and letter
from the Secretary of the Navy to the
Speaker that the review goes into the
question as to whether the country can
use these ships in proper fashion: that
is to say, whether they have the man-
power available, the training facilities,
and will their defense budgets permit
them to operate the ships, and all of that
sort of background.

As we all know, and as has been said,
this bill is one of a long series of ship
loan bills. They represent a sound ex-
pression of our own national self-inter-
est and are effective instruments for
maintaining the peace.

I urge, as did the full Armed Services
Committee the support of the House for
this bill.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, we have no further requests for
time.

Mr. HALL. Mr., Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. Gross].

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I should
like fo ask the gentleman in charge of
the bill a question or two concerning it.
I believe the gentleman said that we are
the suppliers of ships to countries that
do not have the capability for building
warships; at least some of them do not
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have that capability. But after all, this
is costing us a great deal of money. This
bill provides money or it will cost, out of
some fund, approximately $30 million,
if I understand the situation correctly.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. The
gentleman is correct. It will cost ap-
proximately $30 million of which $3 mil-
lion will be paid by Venezuela.

Mr. GROSS. We will get $3 million
from Venezuela for reconditioning the
ships it obtains on loan?

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Venezuela
is in very good financial condition and
can pay for refurbishing these things
and getting them in combat condition.
The other nations would look to the
U.8. Treasury through the foreign aid
program to get these ships and have
them put in proper condition.

Mr. GROSS. The question is: Will
these ships be reconditioned in American
yards?

Mr, BENNETT of Florida. Yes; that
will be done in American yards.

Mr. GROSS. It is not contained in
the report or in the bill; is it?

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. It is
backed up in the testimony on the bill
and it will be a part of the record that
this work will be done only in American
yards.

Mr. GROSS. What has been the ex-
perience with reference to other loans of
warships? Have we recovered any ships
that we have loaned?

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. We have
recovered one ship from France, the
Belleau Wood. This ship was not in very
good condition when it was returned to
us. It is the only ship that has been
returned.

Mr. GROSS. That is the question I
wanted to ask. In what condition are
these warships when they come back to
us?

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. The wear
and tear on these ships, of course, is
considerable and if a ship is kept for a
considerable length of time, it naturally
can be expected that it will not be in
very good condition when it is returned.
So, only one of the 65 ships so far has
been returned. I might point out to the
gentleman that if we had any difficulty
anywhere in the world, it would cer-
tainly be much more to our advantage
to have these American ships ready for
immediate use by ourselves or by an ally
than it would to have the ships in moth-
ball condition where it would take a
long time to put the ships in combat
condition. This way they are immedi-
ately ready when they are needed.

Mr. GROSS. Of course, if the Belleau
Wood came back to us in poor condition,
it would not be ready for service in an
immediate emergency; would it?

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. That is
correct. However, it was being usefully
employed during the time that France
had it and had we been using it our-
selves during that time it probably would
have been about worn out within the
same period.

Mr. GROSS. France has the ship-
building capability to build and recondi-
tion warships.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. That is
one reason why there is no ship for
France in this bill. At the time they got
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that particular vessel, they did not have
the time to build one quickly enough.
But that is past history now and this
bill does not involve giving any ship to
France.

Mr. GROSS. Should they not return
these ships to us in serviceable condi-
tion?

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Well, the
recipient countries are under obligation
to return them in the same condition
as when loaned, except for fair wear
and tear. The wear and tear on a
ship the age of the Belleau Wood, al-
most obsolescent, at that time, was such
that it was not a very useful ship when
it was returned.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask one final
question. When these ships are loaned;
is it necessary that we then go out and
build new ships to replace them?

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. The an-
swer is “No.” It isnot necessary because
of this program to launch a program or
increase the present program to build
new ships. I am glad the gentleman
brought this particular question up.
The Navy has to see to it that we have
modern ships, capable of fighting in the
environment of a modern war. There-
fore we have to have a continuing ship-
building program which, I must very re-
gretfully tell you, today is not what it
should be. We ought today to be build-
ing ships in much greater numbers than
we are.

We do have a program for building
some ships, but it is a relatively small
program. It should be enlarged. When
we get rid of the farm program and
other programs and get down to essen-
tialities in this country, possibly we can
go ahead with part of this needed ship
program.

Mr. GROSS. I hope this loan pro-
gram is not being used as an excuse fo
embark upon the building of new war-
ships.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. On the
basis of the hearings this year, I can as-
sure the gentleman that there is no
thought that the removal of these ships
from our inventory is any basis for the
construction of new Navy ships. As I
said, we are not doing enough now in
the way of building new ships. I think
the program should be stepped up, but
the removal of these ships has no bear-
ing on that matter.

Mr. GROSS. I appreciate having the
gentleman's information on the record
and the assurance that he has given
the House.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida.
the gentleman for his question.

Mr. Chairman, I ask that the bill be
read, to be open for amendment at any
point.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

I thank

‘of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding section 7307 of title 10, United
States Code, or any other law, the President
may extend the loans of two submarines to
the Government of the Netherlands on such

. terms and under such conditions as he deems

are appropriate.
Sec. 2. The extensions of the existing loans
authorized under this Act are extensions of
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the loans made under the authority granted
by the Act of July 11, 1952 (66 Stat. 58T),
as amended by the Act of August 29, 19567
(71 Stat. 485).

SEc. 3. Extensions of existing loans shall
be for a period of not to exceed five years
and shall be made on the condition that they
may be terminated at an earlier date if ne-
ceesitated by the defense requirements of the
United States.

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding section 7307 of
title 10, United States Code, or any other
law, the President may under conditions
which he prescribes lend or otherwise make
available to frlendly foreign nations from
the Reserve Fleet, on such terms and under
such conditions as he deems appropriate,
destroyers, and submarines as follows: (1)
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and Eu-
ropean area not to exceed three ships; and
(2) Latin America not to exceed five ships.

Sec. 5. New loans executed under this Act
shall be for periods not exceeding five years.
All loans shall be made on the condition that
they may be terminated at an earlier date
if necessitated by the defense requirements
of the United States.

Sec. 6. All expenses involved in the activa-
tion, rehabilitation, and outfitting, ineluding
repalirs, alterations, and logistic support of
vessels transferred under this Act, shall be
charged to funds programed for the recipient
government under the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961, as amended, or successor 1
lation, or to funds provided by the recipient
government.

Sec. 7. No loan may be made or extended
under this Act unless the Secretary of De-
fense, after consultation with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, determines that such loan
or extension is in the best interest of the
United States. The Becretary of Defense
shall keep the Congress currently advised of
all loans or extensions made under author-
ity of this Act.

Sec. 8. The President may promulgate such
rules and regulations as he deems necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act.

Sec. 9. The authority of the President to
transfer naval vessels under this Act ter-
minates on December 31, 1964.

The CHATRMAN. Under the rule the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose, and
the Speaker pro tempore having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Evins, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 12037) to au-
thorize the loan of naval vessels to
friendly foreign countries and the ex-
tension of certain naval vessel loans
now in existence, pursuant to House Res-
olution 703, he reported the bill back to
the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule the previous question is or-
dered.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

WATER CARRIER THROUGH ROUTES
AND JOINT RATES

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 701 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

: The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
ows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
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of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (HR.
11643) to amend sections 216(c) and 305(b)
of the Interstate Commerce Act, relating to
the establishment of through routes and
joint rates, After general debate, which
shall be confined to the bill, and shall con-
tinue not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the
five-minute rule. At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill
and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
vield 30 minutes of my time to the gen-
tlewoman from New York [Mrs. ST.
GeorcE], and pending that I yield my-
self such time as I may require.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 701
provides for the consideration of H.R.
11643, a bill to amend sections 216(e)
and 305(b) of the Interstate Commerce
Act, relating to the establishment of
through routes and joint rates. The
resolution provides for an open rule with
1 hour of general debate.

The statehood acts relating to both
Alaska and Hawaii retained jurisdiction
over water transportation between
Alaska, Hawaii, and the other States in
the Federal Maritime Commission. The
Interstate Commerce Commission has
taken the position that, in the absence
of statutory authority, carriers subject
to the Commission's jurisdiction cannot
enter into through routes and joint rates
with those subject to the Maritime Com-
mission jurisdietion.

The purpose of H.R. 11643 is merely
to clarify the Interstate Commerce Act
so that the users of motor-water services
between Alaska or Hawaii and the other
48 States may have the same benefits of
through routes and joint rates which are
enjoyed by users of motor-water services
among the other 48 States, and by users
of rail-water services or of any combina-
tion of service with air services among
all of the 50 States.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 701.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE, Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution makes
in order the consideration of the bill
H.R. 11643, which has been well ex-
plained by my colleague from Texas [Mr.
THORNBERRY].

The purpose of the legislation is amply
stated in a paragraph which is in the
report that I shall now read:

The purpose of this bill is exceedingly sim-
ple; it is merely to clarify the Interstate
Commerce Act so that the users of motor-
water services between Alaska or Hawali and
the other 48 States may have the same bene-
fits of through routes and joint rates which
are enjoyed by users of motor-water services
among the other 48 States, and by users of
rall-water services or of any combination of
service with air services among all of the
50 States.

In other words, Mr. Speaker, this leg-
islation is made necessary by the fact
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that Alaska is now one of the 50 States
in our Union.

I can see no objection to this rule,
and I have no further requests for time.

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY FOR THE
TEXAS & PACIFIC RAILWAY CO.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11244) to supplement
certain provisions of Federal law in-
corporating the Texas & Pacific Railway
Co. in order to give certain additional
authority to such company.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 11244, with
Mr. Evins in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may use.

Mr. Chairman, this bill comes to the
House by unanimous vote of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

This bill deals exclusively with the
rights of one railroad, the Texas & Pa-
cific Railway Co., which is the only
congressionally chartered railroad oper-
ating in the United States under its orig-
inal charter, so I am informed.

Under the original charter of the
Texas & Pacific Railway Co., it was given
authority to merge only with railroads
going in the same general direction.
This bill would authorize them, with the
approval of the Interstate Commerce
Commission, to merge with or acquire
other railroads should they have the
desire to do so and meet the necessary
requirements. Also it would increase the
capital stock from $75 million to $100
million,

Mr. Chairman, I know of no opposition
to the bill.

I yield such time as he may desire to
the author of the bill, the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BRooKs].

Mr. BROOKS of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I would add to the fine discussion
by the gentleman from Mississippi, that
the bill provides for an increase in au-
thorized capital stock from $75 million to
$100 million, the last change having been
authorized by congressional action in
1923. The company has, of course, in-
creased in size since then. This would
give them the flexibility they need for
their corporate structure. On the ques-
tion of merger, the president of the com-
pany testified before the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and so
stated to me that the company has no
merger plans in mind at all at this time.
They merely want to be on the same
footing with other railroad companies
throughout the United States in order
that they might have a better opportu-
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nity to preserve their entity as a cor-
porate operating railroad.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, in
the hearings before the committee there
was no opposition to this bill. There
may be a question in the minds of those
on the floor as to why the Texas & Pa-
cific Railway Co. should come to this
Congress for an amendment to its char-
ter. It is the only major railway in the
country which is still operating under a
Federal charter, and that is the reason
for this legislation.

May I say, in addition, to my good
friend from Iowa, no money is involved
in this and no cost is involved as far
as the Federal Government is concerned.

Mr. GROSS. I want to thank my
economy-minded friend from Illinois for
that assurance.

Mr. SPRINGER. We did hear this
rather carefully, and I think all of the
points with reference to the legislation
were carefully brought out before the
committee. In view of the fact that
there was no opposition to it and that
the merits are with the legislation, I be-
lieve that it should be passed.

Mr. Chairman, we have no further
requests for time.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no
further requests for time, the Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in
addition to the powers conferred by the Act
entitled “An Act to incorporate the Texas
Pacific Railroad Company and to aid in the
construction of its road, and for other pur-
poses”, approved March 3, 1871 (16 Stat.
573), as supplemented by the Act of May 2,
1872 (17 Stat. 59), the Act of March 3, 1873
(17 Stat. 598), the Act of June 22, 1874 (18
Btat. 197), and the Act of February 9, 1923
(42 Stat. 1223), Texas and Pacific Railway
Company shall have the right and authority,
subject to the provisions of the Interstate
Commerce Act and any Acts supplemental
thereto, to acquire securities or stock of, or
property from, any other carrier.

Sec. 2. The capital stock of the Texas and
Pacific Railway Company, heretofore fixed by
its board of directors pursuant to the pro-
visions of the Act of February 9, 1923, at
$75,000,000 may be increased at any time in
such amounts as do not result in more than
$100,000,000 of such company's capital stock
outstanding and as are agreed to by resolu-
tion of its board of directors duly adopted in
accordance with such company’'s bylaws and
with the consent of the holders of a majority
in amount of its then outstanding capital
stock, expressed by vote in n or by
proxy at a meeting of said stockholders called
for the purpose upon such notice as such
bylaws require. The provisions of the Act
of February 9, 1923, with respect to the addi-
tional capital stock authorized by such Act
(except with respect to the aggregate amount
thereof), shall be applicable to the addi-
tlonal capital stock authorized by this Act
and, in addition thereto, the par value of the
capital stock of sald company and the num-
ber of shares thereof shall, subject to the
limitations of this Act, be in such amount
as may be determined from time to time by
resolution of such company’s board of di-
rectors duly adopted in accordance with such
company's bylaws and with the consent of
the holders of & majority in amount of its
then outstanding capital stock, expressed by
vote in person or by proxy at a meeting of
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sald stockholders called for the purpose upon
such notice as such bylaws require.

Sec, 3. All power and authority granted
to the Texas and Pacific Rallway Company
by this Act, the Act incorporating such com-
pany, and Acts supplemental thereto, shall
be subject to the provisions of the Inter-
state Commerce Act and any Acts supple-
mental thereto.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

On page 1, line 10; on page 2, line 5; and
on page 3, line 5, strike out “the” and insert
“The'.

On page 2, line 17, strike out “additionad”
and insert “additional”.

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore having assumed
the Chair, Mr. Evins, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 11244) to supplement
certain provisions of Federal law incor-
porating the Texas & Pacific Railway Co.
in order to give certain additional au-
thority to such company, pursuant to
House Resolution 700, he reported the
bill back to the House with sundry
amendments adopted by the Committee
of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gros.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce be
discharged from further consideration
of the bill (8. 3025) to supplement cer-
tain provisions of Federal law incorpo-
rating the Texas & Pacific Railway Co.
in order to give certain additional au-
thority to such company, a similar bill
to that which has just passed the House,
and I ask unanimous consent for its im-
mediate consideration,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in ad-
dition to the powers conferred by the Act en-
titled “An Act to incorporate the Texas Pa-
cific Railroad Company and to aid in the
construction of its road, and for other pur-
poses”, approved March 3, 1871 (16 Stat. 573),
as supplemented by the Act of May 2, 1872
(17 Stat. 59), the Act of March 3, 1873 (17
Stat. 598), the Act of June 22, 1874 (18 Stat.
197), and the Act of February 9, 1023 (42
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Stat. 1223), the Texas and Pacific Rallway
Company shall have the right and authority,
subject to the provisions of the Interstate
Commerce Act and any Acts supplemental
thereto, to acquire securities or stock of, or
property from, any other carrier.

Sec. 2. The capital stock of the Texas
and Pacific Rallway Company, heretofore
fixed by its board of directors pursuant to
the provisions of the Act of February 9, 1923,
at #75,000,000, may be increased at any time
in such amounts as do not result in more
than $100,000,000 of such company's capital
stock outstanding and as are agreed to by
resolution of its board of directors duly
adopted in accordance with such company’s
bylaws and with the consent of the holders
of a majority in amount of its then out-
standing capital stock, expressed by vote in
person or by proxy at a meeting of sald stock-
holders called for the purpose upon such
notice as such bylaws require. The provi-
sions of the Act of February 9, 1923, with re-
spect to the additional capital stock author-
ized by such Act (except with respect to the
aggregate amount thereof), shall be ap-
plicable to the additional capital stock au-
thorized by this Act and, in addition thereto,
the par value of the capital stock of said
company and the number of shares thereof
shall, subject to the limitations of this Act,
be in such amount as may be determined
from time to time by resolution of such com-
pany’s board of directors duly adopted in
accordance with such company’s bylaws and
with the consent of the holders of a majority
in amount of its then outstanding capital
stock, expressed by vote in person or by proxy
at a meeting of said stockholders called for
the purpose upon such notice as such by-
laws require.

Sec. 3. All power and authority granted to
the Texas and Pacific Railway Company by
this Act, the Act incorporating such com-
pany, and Acts supplemental thereto, shall
be subject to the provisions of the Interstate
Commerce Act and any Acts supplemental
thereto.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WriLLiams:
Strike out all after the enacting clause of
8. 3026 and insert the provisions of H.R.
11244, as passed.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and
passed, and a motion to reconsider was
laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 11244) was
laid on the table,

POSTPONING SEC REPORT TO
CONGRESS

Mr. MACK. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House resolve itself into the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H.R. 11670) to postpone by 3
months the date on or before which
the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion shall report to the Congress the
results of its study and investigation pur-
suant to section 19(d) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934, and for other pur-
poses,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Illinois.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
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sideration of the bill H.R. 11670, with
Mr. Evins in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. MACK. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume,

Mr. Chairman, approximately a year
ago, on June 1, to be exact, I intro-
duced a resolution to authorize an appro-
priation of $750,000 for the Securities
and Exchange Commission to conduct a
study and investigation of our securities
markets,

My resolution was approved by the
Congress on August 25 and was signed
by the President on September 5, 1961.
Funds to carry out the purpose of this
resolution were not appropriated until
September 30 and consequently the
Commission required until late October
to early November to staff and organize
this special unit. Furthermore, addi-
tional time was consumed in prelimi-
nary analyses before the study was
actually underway. At the time I intro-
duced this resolution the Commission
could not definitely report to us on the
exact time required. Early this spring
the Commission informed me that an
extension would be necessary for them
to complete the factfinding phase of the
inquiry. The time and manpower
needed to complete an analysis and re-
port on all the suggestions which the
Commission considers basic and vital—
and which must be studied to satisfy the
congressional intent—became apparent
only after numerous preliminary in-
quiries. These inquiries pointedly dem-
onstrated the breadth and complexity cf
the undertaking and further led the
Commission to the conclusion that, with-
out an additional authorization, it would
have to exclude consideration of certain
fundamental areas from the scope of
the study.

The Commission found that many of
the problems in this industry are inter-
related and that they could not be con-
sidered as special and distinct topies. In
many cases they are so intertwined with
other topics that any attempt at separa-
tion would be artificial and might well
lead to arbitrary conclusions. The Com-
mission believes with me that the im-
portance of the study to the investing
public requires its complete execution
which can only be effected pursuant to
an extension of the study. There has
occurred a dramatic increase in the se-
curities market particularly among per-
sons having a slight interest with the
infricacies of corporate finance and stock
market operations.

The study, only 6 months old, has dem-
onstrated its importance in value. It has
stimulated a number of significant val-
ues in the form of rulechanging and dis-
ciplinary actions. Since the hearings
were held on my resolutions and the
study investigation was initiated there
have been a number of significant devel-
opments which have helped to create a
more salutary effect in the securities
business. The industry has indicated
that it is aware of the importance of
putting its own house in order. The
American Stock Exchange is undergoing
a thorough reorganization.
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Some regional exchanges have tight-
ened their listing requirements and oth-
ers are revamping their supervision and
control. The New York Stock Exchange
has recently adopted a rule which re-
quires a specialist on that exchange to
report all transactions made by their
customers in stock in which the specialist
is registered. In the over-the-counter
market the National Association of Se-
curities Dealers has stepped up its dis-
ciplinary action involving violations of
its rules by members. The “hot issue”
phenomenon has very noticeably cooled
off since this investigation was under-
taken.

Mr. Chairman, I am fully cognizant of
the recent developments in the stock
market. I could not appear here today
without taking note of the fact that we
have had unusual activities in the stock
markets with the market hitting a new
low yesterday. I think it is particularly
unfortunate for the investors who suf-
fered financial losses or at least paper
losses in the recent decline. Like every-
one I did not welcome the decline in the
stock prices. I also agree that these
prices were unreasonably high only a
few months ago. I said on May 28, which
is commonly referred to as “black Mon-
day,” that American business is still an
excellent investment and that securities,
especially common stocks, would be a
good long-term investment.

I felt then as I feel now that it will
take the markets sometime to establish
their proper level. I express these views
because our securities laws were not
written or intended as an escalator
clause in our securities markets but
rather to protect the interest of an in-
vestor so that he is not victimized by
fraud or deceptive acts.

Mr. Chairman, as a result of the en-
actment of my resolution last year the
Securities and Exchange Commission
has initiated one of the broadest and
most penetrating investigations of the
securities business since the early thir-
ties. While we did not design it this way
our investigators have been on the scene
at the exchanges during the unusual ac-
tivity of the last several weeks. They
have gathered information which will be
of immesasurable value to the Securities
and Exchange Commission and to my
committee., I feel that they are doing
an excellent job and should be given
adequate time and money to complete
this investigation. For these reasons,
Mr. Chairman, I strongly support this
resolution and hope that the Congress
will give it unanimous approval.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MACK. I am glad to yield to my
good friend from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman says
that there have been a good many de-
velopments in the securities industry,
and that is certainly an accurate state-
ment. We have had a considerable num-
ber of developments, some not so good,
in the securities markets, the stock and
bond market, for instance. But I want
to ask the gentleman this question.
Why the $200,000 increase?

Mr. MACK. I want to say first that
if there is anyone who is aware of the
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situation on Wall Street and recent de-
velopments there, the gentleman from
Illinois is certainly that person. I would
say further that I am personally thor-
oughly convinced that this investigation
ought to be continued, and that it should
be continued at an accelerated pace in
light of recent developments in the se-
curities industry.

Mr. GROSS. The point is that the
gentleman obtained an appropriation
last year of $750,000. Now he is in ask-
ing for $200,000 more.

Mr., MACK. Yes. The gentleman
was good enough to express his interest
in this matter last year when we had
the original resolution under considera-
tion. I told him at that time that I
wanted a thorough investigation and I
wanted whatever amount of money was
necessary to make this thorough study
and investigation. I said at that time—
1 am sure the gentleman will find it in
the Recorp—that I felt that $750,000
was the absolute minimum and that I
thought it would take $1 million. It has
required a greater expenditure than the
Congress anticipated at that time. The
figure is still under $1 million but it is
very close to the amount that I estimated
it would cost at that time.

Mr. GROSS. Yes, it is $50,000 under
the $1 million figure.

Mr. MACK. I am sure that the gen-
tleman remembers our colloquy on the
subject at that time and that I did indi-
cate it would take approximately $1
million.

Mr. GROSS. I am sorry I do not re-
member it, but let me ask the gentleman
this question. Is the investigation going
to be completed with the $950,000 or
will it require more money?

Mr. MACK, No. I have the assur-
ance that it will be completed. I want
to be frank with the gentleman from
Iowa today as I was a year ago and I
want to say at this time that it is my
best judgment that this investigation can
be completed with the extension of 3
months and with the increase of the
$200,000. We will have approximately
18 months for the investigation and we
will have approximately the amount of
money I suggested originally. Ihave the
assurance furthermore of the director of
the investigation and the chairman of
the Securities and Exchange Commission
that they ecan secure the information
that we desire with this amount of
money and in this time.

Mr. GROSS. I hope that is true, and
I thank the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr, SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
think one thing that should be brought
to the attention of the House at this
time is the delay in getting the inves-
tigation underway, which was not the
fault of anyone, as far as I can see at
this time. I am not a member of this
subcommittee, but I do know some of the
facts.

Taking the chronological order in
which this occurred, the resolution was
introduced in the first part of June 1961.
It was not until the latter part of Au-
gust that the Congress passed it, and
the President signed it early in Septem-
ber. However, it took them almost 6
weeks to get the staff hired and on the
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job with sufficient space to start to work.
That meant that really hardly anything
was done until the 1st of December 1961.
If they had been able to start this in the
middle of the summer of 1961 they
probably would have been finished with
it by now. This delay was not the fault
of anybody, but there has been a delay,
and I think a continuance of this in-
vestigation for 3 months would be in
the public interest.

Second, I believe some constructive
things have come from the investigation.
Thus far, some of it has received the
approval of the president of the stock
exchange. Some corrective measures
have been taken in the cases of people
who dealt illegally in stocks, and the
Department of Justice has investigated
them.

In view of all this, I think the con-
tinuance of this investigation for an-
other 90 days is in order. For that rea-
soar;,sefj believe the legislation should be
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Mr. MACK. Mr. Chairman, I have no
further requests for time.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read
the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
second sentence of subsection (d) of section
19 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
(156 US.C. T8s(d)) is amended by striking
out “January 3, 1863" and inserting “April
3, 1963" in lleu thereof. The last sentence of
such subsection is amended by striking out
“$750,000" and inserting “$950,000" in lieu
thereof.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore having resumed
the chair, Mr. Evins, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion the bill (H.R. 11670) to postpone by
3 months the date on or before which
the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion shall report to the Congress the re-
sults of its study and investigation pur-
suant to section 19(d) of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution 702,
he reported the bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill,

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

‘ ﬁ motion to reconsider was laid on the
able.

WATER CARRIER THROUGH
ROUTES AND JOINT RATES

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11643) to amend sec-
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tions 216(c) and 305(b) of the Inter-
state Commerce Act, relating to the es-
tablishment of through routes and joint
rates.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mrs. CHURCH. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

Mr. MACK. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their

names:
[Roll No, 125]

Abbitt Fountain Miller, N.Y.
Addabbo Frelinghuysen Moeller
Addonizio Friedel Monagan
Alexander Garland Moore
Alford Garmatz Morrison
Alger Gavin Mosher
Andersen, Gilbert Moulder
Minn, Glenn Multer
Anfuso Gonzalez Nedzi
Arends Grant Nix
Ayres Green, Oreg. Norrell
Bailey Griffiths O'Hara, Mich.
Baring Gubser Philbin
Barrett Hansen Pike
Bass, Tenn. Harding Pilcher
Bates Hardy Pofl
Battin Harris Powell
Beermann Harrison, Va. Reuss
Belcher Hays Riley
Berry Healey Rivers, 8.C.
Blitch Hemphill Rodino
Boggs Hoffman, Mich. Roosevelt
Bonner Horan . Rosenthal
Bow Hosmer Roush
Boykin Hull Ryan, Mich.
Brewster Inouye St. Germain
Buckley Jarman Santangelo
Carey Joelson Saund
Celler Johnson, Wis. Saylor
Chamberlain Eastenmeler Scherer
Chiperfield Kearns Scranton
Curtis, Mass, KEee Seely-Brown
Daniels Kelly Shelley
Davis, Keogh Sheppard
James C. Kilburn Siler
Davis, Tenn, King, Calif. Slack
Dent King, Utah Smith, Calif.
Denton Kirwan Smith, Miss.
Diggs Kluczynskl Spence
Dingell EKowalski Stratton
Dole Eyl Stubblefield
Dominick Landrum Thompson, N.J.
Donohue Lankford Tuck
Dooley Lipscomb Udall, Morris K.
Downing Loser Van Zandt
Dulski McCulloch Westland
Fallon Macdonald Whitener
Farbstein Madden Wilson, Ind.
Feighan Martin, Mass. Winstead
Fino Mathias Yates
Flood May Younger
Plynt Meader Zahblocki
Fogarty Michel Zelenko

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
rolleall, 277 Members have answered to

their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed

with,

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE

SENATE

On this

A further message from the Senate,
by Mr., McGown, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed the
following resolution:

S. Res, 352

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow and deep regret the an-
nouncement of the death of Hon. FraNCIS

Casg, late a Senator from the State of South
Dakota,
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Resolved, That a committee of Senators
be appointed by the President of the Senate
to attend the funeral of the deceased.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resolutions to the House of Representa-
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the
family of the deceased.

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
to the memory of the deceased the Senate
do now adjourn until 10 o’clock antemeridian
tomorrow.

WATER CARRIER THROUGH
ROUTES AND JOINT RATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WiLLiAMs].

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 11643, with
Mr. Evins in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
vield myself such time as I may require.

Mr. Chairman, this bill comes to the
House by a unanimous vote of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce. So far as I know there is
no opposition to the bill. It was wholly
noncontroversial in the committee, and
I presume will be noncontroversial here.

The purpose of the bill is to correct a
problem which arose from the admis-
sion of Alaska and Hawaii to statehood
with respect to authority for filing
through routes and joint rates to the new
States of Alaska and Hawali. There is
presently clearly statutory authority for
the filing of through routes and joint
rates between air and surface carriers,
between rail and water carriers, between
rail and motor carriers. However, the
Interstate Commerce Commission has
ruled that they do not have authority to
establish through routes and joint rates
where there is a combination of motor
and water carriage, or between motor
and water carriers.

The purpose of this bill is to give the
Interstate Commerce Commission au-
thority to establish these joint rates and
through routes.

BACKGROUND AND NEED FOR LEGISLATION

The Statehood Acts relating to both
Alaska and Hawaii retained jurisdiction
over water transportation between
Alaska, Hawaii, and the other States in
the Federal Maritime Commission. The
Interstate Commerce Commission has
taken the position that in the absence of
statutory authority, carriers subject to
the Commission’s jurisdiction cannot en-
ter into through routes and joint rates
with those subject to the Maritime Com-
mission jurisdiction.

At present, statutory authority clearly
exists for through routes and joint rates
as to the following combinations of rail,
motor, and water carriers subject to the
jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce
Commission, air carriers subject to the
Civil Aeronautics Board, and water
carriers subject to the Federal Maritime
Commission:

Air and all other carriers:
Aviation Act, section 1003.

Federal
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Rail and ICC water: Interstate Com-
merce Act, section 1(4), 305(b).

Rail and FMC water: Interstate Com-
merce Act, section 1(1)(a).

Rail and motor: Interstate Commerce
Act, section 216(c).

Motor and ICC water: Interstate Com-
merce Act, section 216(e).

This leaves two combinations not cov-
ered; namely, ICC motor and FMC
water, and ICC water and FMC water.

Section 216(c) of the Interstate Com-
merce Act authorizes through routes and
joint rates by motor carriers and water
carriers. The Interstate Commerce
Commission has been consistent in con-
struing the section to mean only water
carriers subject to its jurisdiction under
part III. This, of course, is an impos-
sible construction because part III was
not enacted until 1940, whereas section
216(c) of part II covering motor common
carriers was enacted in 1935.

H.R. 11643 would make it crystal clear
that section 216(c) authorizes motor car-
riers to establish through routes and
joint rates with water carriers to Alaska
and to Hawaii, whether such water car-
riers are subject to the Interstate Com-
merce Act or to the Shipping Acts. It
also collaterally would similarly author-
ize water carriers under the Interstate
Commerce Act to establish such routes
and rates with water carriers under the
Shipping Acts.

There is an undeniable need for legis-
lation if shippers in the Alaskan or Ha-
waiian trade are to enjoy the benefits
of single factor through rates on traffic
moving by motor and water or by a
combination of water services.

Upon the advent of Alaska statehood
in 1959, motor carrier transportation in
interstate commerce in Alaska became
subject to regulation by the Interstate
Commerce Commission but water car-
riage between ports in the contiguous
48 States and ports in Alaska continued
to be regulated by the Federal Maritime
Board. Consolidated Freightways, as a
motor carrier, in order to clarify the
issues raised by statehood, attempted to
file a joint tariff between itself and a reg-
ulated water carrier, only to have both
the Interstate Commerce Commission
and the Federal Maritime Board reject
same on the ground that neither regu-
latory agency has jurisdiction over the
entire movement and thus, as a matter
of law, neither could accept the tariff.
The result of this rejection has been that
any transportation of freight to the new
States of Alaska and Hawaii which re-
quired in part movement by a regulated
water carrier could not be afforded the
economy of a joint rate,

The availability of such through
routes and joint rates would enable a
shipper to make one contract with the
originating carrier on behalf of all car-
riers participating in the arrangement.
In addition, the shipper could ascertain
the rate for such through movement by
consulting a single tariff instead of many,
as may be necessary at present. Both
shipper and consignee would have the
advantages given by section 20(11) and
similar provisions in other parts of the
Interstate Commerce Act of recovering
from either the originating or delivering
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carrier for loss or damage caused by
any carrier participating in the through
movement. Finally, experience has
shown that, because of the economy of
established channels of commerce
through which substantial traffic may
flow, and reduced freight rate calcula-
tion costs, joint rates are generally lower
than a combination of local rates of
connecting carriers not participating in
through service arrangements.

During the 86th Congress the com-
mittee had occasion to take up a number
of legislative proposals having to do with
the meshing into existing statutes relat-
ing to transportation certain areas in
the field of tramsportation regulation
occasioned by the Alaska and Hawaii
Statehood Acts. At that time among
other things the committee had occasion
to take up the through route and joint
rate proposal which is accompanying it
and encompassed in the instant legisla-
tion, both in hearings here as well as
jointly with the Senate committee in
Alaska.

At that time it was proposed to treat
of this problem not by curing it through
putting the Alaskan and Hawaiian motor
and water shippers and receivers on the
same footing as Alaskan and Hawaiian
rail and air shippers and receivers and
all shippers and receivers in the other
48 States, but by creating a brandnew
joint board which would handle all such
matters among all 50 States. The De-
partment of Commerce and the Federal
Maritime Commission again now urges
this same treatment, which, of course,
would enable the Maritime Commission
as a participant in the joint board to
have a voice in the very exceedingly
broad fleld in which it is not now a par-
ticipant. If has seemed to the commit-
tee that the creation of a new structure
resulting in new treatment of some 99
percent of our interstate transportation
in order to reach less than 1 percent—
though very significant as far as the two
States involved—concerned in this prob-
lem is a confounding solution to an al-
ready confused picture.

H.R. 11643 treats of the problem in a
direct, feasible, and simple manner by
giving the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion the same jurisdiction over through-
route and joint-rate arrangements be-
tween motor and water carriers which
it has had for many years between rail
and water carriers in the Alaskan and
Hawaiian trade and has today over ar-
rangements between rail, motor, and
water carriers in the 48 States.

The committee urges the adoption by
the House of this practical solution to
the demonstrated need of Alaskans and
Hawaiians to an answer to their problem.

I yield at this time, Mr. Chairman, to
the author of the bill, the gentleman
from Alaska [Mr. RivErs]l, as much time
as he may require.

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, may I first record my deep ap-
preciation of the fine cooperation ex-
tended to me by the gentleman from
Arkansas [Mr. Harris], chairman of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, and the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. Wirriams], chairman of the
subcommittee which held hearings on
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this legislation. My thanks also go to
the other members of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce for
their favorable consideration of this
legislation.

Mr. Chairman, this is a simple bill
designed to solve an exceptional problem
pertaining to transportation to, from,
and within Alaska or Hawaii. One
feature which makes it easy to con-
sider is the fact that it will cost the
Government practically nothing.
Throughout the years, the Alaska water-
borne trade has been under the jurisdic-
tion of the Federal Maritime Board until
recently put under the Federal Maritime
Commission, whereas other coastwise
shipping is under the ratemaking and
regulatory authority of the ICC, and rail-
roads and truck lines are also under the
ICC. By virtue of the general rule
carried out under existing law, common
carriers subject to the jurisdiction of dif-
ferent Federal regulatory agencies, re-
spectively, may not, in the absence of
specific statutory authority, establish
through routes and joint rates with each
other. Without spelling out all the de-
tails, the bill before us would provide the
required statutory authority for all the
types of carriers I have mentioned to
voluntarily establish through routes and
joint rates with each other, subject to
the approval of the ICC. This bill does
not detraet from the authority presently
exercised by the Federal Maritime Com-
mission over the Alaska waterborne car-
riers. It merely enables all surface car-
riers involved in the transportation of
cargo to Alaska from points of origin in
the 48 States to enter into the through
route and joint rate agreements I have
mentioned, and only to the extent that
through routes and joint rates are in-
volved would the ICC attain any juris-
diction over the vessels plying in the
Alaskan trade.

A clear and succinct summary of what
this legislation would accomplish is ably
set forth by Senator WARREN MAGNUSON
in volume 107, part 6, pages T763-7764 of
the ConcrESSIONAL RECORD, from which I
quote as follows:

The establishment of such through routes
and joint rates would permit a shipper to
make one contract with the originating
carrier on behalf of all carrlers participating
in the arrangement and would enable him
to ascertain the rate for such through move-
ment by consulting a single tariff instead of
many as may be necessary at present. The
shipper and consignee would also have the
advantages given by sectlon 20 (11) and
similar provisions in other parts of the Inter-
state Commerce Act by recovering from
either the originating or delivering carrier
for loss or damage caused by any carrier
participating in the through movement. In
addition, experience has shown that be-
cause of the economy of established chan-
nels of commerce through which substan-
tial traflic may flow, and because of reduced
accounting and freight rate calculation
costs, joint rates are generally lower than a
combination of local rates of connecting car-

riers not participating in through service
arrangements.

Incidentally, Senator MaeNusoN ut-
tered the above remarks in connection
with his introduction of a Senate bill
basically like the House bill which is
now before us.
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Mr. Chairman, Alaskans, who bring in
over 90 percent of everything they con-
sume, have long complained of the high
freight rates incident to the long haul
from points all over the United States
through the port of Seattle, Wash., to
Alaska, and high rates within Alaska, and
other difficulties incident to their trans-
portation problems including high han-
dling costs, and would welcome passage
of a measure such as the bills before us.
The business community advocates this
legislation as a means of expediting the
movement of goods in transit bound for
Alaska with incidential reduction of the
cost price landed, and the consumers of
Alaska would welcome such reduction in
consumer prices as might result. I have
every confidence that this bill will meet
with the approval of the Committee of
the Whole House and of the House itself.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. Iyield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. PELLY. I would like to join with
the gentleman in support of this legisla-
tion. Representing, as I do, the port of
Seattle, I would say that the people in
my district are in full support of this
legislation. We believe it will be of bene-
fit not only to the State of Alaska and
the consumers in Alaska but also the
Federal Government itself, which is a
substantial shipper and will benefit by
this legislation.

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. I thank the
gentleman and I subscribe to everything
he has said.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. I yield to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. It seems to me this is
a highly desirable bill, but frankly I
know very little of the background. Is
it true that the railroads are all Govern-
ment owned that this will deal with?

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. I would say
to the gentleman that the one railroad
in Alaska, which is the Alaska Railroad,
is Government owned and is operated
under the jurisdiction of the Department
of the Interior. The Department has
full authority to operate the Railroad.
This particular legislation does not put
the Railroad under the jurisdiction or
within the purview of the ICC ratemak-
ing authority. Presently the Alaska
Railroad files its tariffs with the Inter-
state Commerce Commission both as a
matter of courtesy and as a matter of
public information. Nothing in existing
law would prevent the Alaska Railroad
from becoming a party to a through
route and joint rate agreement such as
is authorized by this bill, nor prevent
the ICC from approving such an agree-
ment just because the Alaska Railroad
appears as one of the contracting parties.

Mr. POAGE. In other words, the rail-
roads can become a party to the through
routes and joint rates without legisla-
tion, but the steamship companies can-
not; is that right?

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. That is par-
tially correct. All surface carriers may,
under existing law, enter into such
agreements with each other, except ICC-
regulated motor carriers with FMC-reg-
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ulated water carriers, and ICC-regulated

water carriers, with FMC-regulated
water carriers. The bill before us would
make up for the deficiency in existing
law by covering these two combinations.

Mr. POAGE. I understand but the
steamship companies cannot do this un-
less we pass this legislation.

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. The wafer
carriers to Alaska which are under the
Maritime Commission may not enter into
such agreements with the truckers or
with coastwise shipping which is under
the ICC without this legislation.

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Chairman,
yield myself such time as I may require.

The legislation is supported by the In-
terstate Commerce Commission; by the
Representative and senior Senator from,
and the Governor of, Alaska; the Fair-
banks and Alaska Chambers of Com-
merce; Alaska Carriers Association, Inc.;
American Merchant Marine Institute,
Inc.; Common Carrier Conference of
Domestic Water Carriers; American
Trucking Associations, Inc.; Consoli-
dated Freightways, Inc.; and the Trans-
portation Association of America.

Everyone involved in this matter sup-
ported the legislation.

No one has expressed any opposition
to the legislation, although the Depart-
ment of Commerce, the Federal Mari-
time Commission, and the Bureau of the
Budget, have indicated a preference for
a different approach to the problem met
by this legislation.

The committee came to the conclusion
that this was the best approach.

The statehood acts relating to both
Alaska and Hawaii retained jurisdiction
over wafer transportation between
Alaska, Hawaii, and the other States in
the Federal Maritime Commission. The
Interstate Commerce Commission has
taken the position, that in the absence
of statutory authority, carriers subject
to the Commission’s jurisdiction cannot
enter into through routes and joint rates
with those subject to the Maritime Com-
mission jurisdiction.

It is for this reason the committee
brought this legislation forward, and I
believe it ought to be passed.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may require to the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Harrisl.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to speak out of the
regular order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Arkansas?

There was no objection.

DEDICATION OF CAMP YORKTOWN BAY

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, near
Hot Springs, Ark., on June 16, 1962,
there was dedicated at a most signifi-
cant and special ceremony one of the
finest boys’ camps in this country, known
as Camp Yorktown.

The motto for this beautiful, most at-
tractive and fabulous camp for boys is
“Developing Today’s Youth for Tomor-
row's National Securi

The camp is sponsored by the Hot
Springs Council, Navy League of the
United States. The original idea for the
camp began when the council needed a
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base for its sea cadets along the wooded
shores of Lake Ouachita. The moving
force behind this development, and
largely responsible for it is Peter D.
Joers, lieutenant commander, retired, of
the Navy, president of the council. It
was largely his vision, followed with ac-
tion that this site was located and con-
struction realized amid the primitive
beauty of Lake Ouachita where pine-
clad foothills are lapped by the waters
of sheltered Yorktown Bay lagoon. He
had the able assistance and cooperation
of George Ernshaw, retired Navy officer
and former baseball pitcher in the major
leagues, who was secretary of the council
at the time the idea for this beautiful
camp was conceived. Both of these out-
standing citizens, interested in the de-
velopment of the youth of America, were
officers on the carrier Yorkiown during
World War II.

This camp is located on a 113-acre site,
16 miles northwest of Hot Springs. Sixty
acres of land was donated by Dierks
Forests, Inc., and the remaining 53 acres
leased from the U.S. Corps of Engineers.
When it is completed it will accommodate
420 youngsters during the summer camp-
ing season.

Attending this dedication were many
outstanding officials, retired officers,
public officials, and other citizens of this
Nation and our State of Arkansas. I
include with this statement a list of the
guests in order to emphasize its impor-
tance by the attendance of such out-
standing and important guests.

The feature of this dedication was the
address of our senior Senator of Arkan-
sas, Senator JoEN L. McCLELLAN. Sena-
tor McCrLELLAN has shown by his well
known, able, and outstanding service to
his Nation his interest in the preserva-
tion of our institutions, the rights, lib-
erties, and privileges of our people, as
well as for the protection of our youth.
He is dedicated to the task of providing
opportunities for the youth of America.
This is a most appropriate address for
the occasion, which I commend to my
colleagues of the Congress and the peo-
ple throughout the Nation., Under
unanimous consent, I include the ad-
dress in the Recorp, together with the
list of guests in attendance on this out-
standing and most important occasion.

I know I am joined by our citizens in
Arkansas and throughout the Nation in
our high compliments of Mr. Joers, Mr.
Ernshaw, and others of the Hot Springs
Council of the Navy League for sponsor-
ing this program and providing for the
development of our youth and the oppor-
tunities in a free enterprise.

DepicaTioN oF Camp YorREKTOWN Bay, Hor
SPRINGS, ARK., JUNE 16, 1962
(Excerpts from address of Senator JonwN L.
McCLELLAN)

Mr. Toastmaster, my colleagues in Con-
gress, distinguished officers, and members of
the armed services, State and county officials,
officers and members of the Navy League,
ladies and gentlemen, it is a proud privilege
indeed to be present here today, to partici-
pate in these ceremonies and to have a part
on this dedication program.

A father dreams of many things for his
children. His expectations and aspirations
most frequently center around their happi-
ness, their welfare, and their achievements.
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In them, he finds his hope for immortality.
Some of his dreams may be realized—some
of them come true. Others—well, they may
be shattered and never fulfilled.

Today, in this lovely wooded spot on
beautiful Lake Ouachita, the dedication of
this eamp with buildings named in honor of
friends, loved ones, and distinguished people
who have gone before us, and one particu-
larly named in memory of my deceased sons,
brings a measure of consolation and fulfill-
ment to my family and me. For this, we
are deeply grateful.

You have very appropriately named this
camp, Yorktown Bay, in recognition of two
great events in our Nation's history and of
the men who were responsible for that great-
ness—in rememb-ance of the aireraft carrler
Yorktown which was bombed by the Japa-
nese off Okinawa in World War II, and of
the town of Yorktown, Va., where General
Washington received the swrrender of Gen-
eral Cornwallis in 1781, marking the final
victory of the Revolution in the struggle of
the American Colonles for their independ-
ence. The mention of those events in his-
tory bring to mind the great sacrifices and
selflessness of the men whose patriotism and
statesmanship established our sovereign
country and that have continued to preserve
the United States of America.

The activation of Camp Yorktown Bay
brings to fruition the Inspiration, vision,
planning, and unceasing endeavor on the
part of those who saw in the rugged beauty
of these surroundings the opportunity to
provide wholesome recreation and a rich and
rewarding summer experience for many boys
and girls in this section of our country.
The parents of the youth who will visit and
enjoy this camp owe much to the civie spirit
and altruism of Mr. Peter Joers and his asso-
clates, Dierks Forest, Inc., to the Navy
League of Hot Springs, and indeed to all of
those who have contributed thelr time and
money to bring this camp into being. Every
citizen of this community, all of us in Arkan-
sas and the national organization of the Navy
League may take special pride in the fine
facilities that their efforts have made pos-
sible.

America’s most valuable resource is her
youth, The future well-being of our coun-
try depends upon their proper development,
stability, and ability to meet and overcome
the multitudinous challenges that they will
face In their time; challenges, possibly, as
grave and as important as those faced by
the men of Yorktown in 1781 and again in
1944 by the men who served on the aircraft
carrier Yorktown of the U.8. Navy.

Only if our young people are taught the
full meaning of integrity, only if there is
instilled into them an abiding sense of per-
sonal obligation and dedication to their com-
munity, to their State, and to the Nation,
can our liberties and freedoms be perpetu-
ated and made secure.

One of the major threats to our internal
security in this Nation today is the growing
rate of serlous crime being committed
throughout the land. Since 1957 the rate of
serfous crime In our country has increased
five times faster than the population of the
United States, mounting by 11 to 13 percent
each year, until now four serious crimes are
committed somewhere in the United States
every minute of every hour of every day.
In my judgment, this threat equals, and
possibly transcends, the danger of Internal
subversion by the Commumist international
conspiracy. This is most regrettable, and
particularly so, when we take into account
that juvenile delinquency is also increasing
at a rapid rate. The FBI reports show that
Juvenile crime In the United States, in the
past 10 years, has more than doubled, al-
though the juvenile population age group
has increased by less than half. The latest
preliminary figures of the FBI reveal that
this distressing trend is continuing unabated.
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Of course, Camp Yorktown Bay was not
conceived nor was it constructed to act as
a corrective after the fact of delinguency,
but rather to provide wholesome recrea-
tion, favorable environment, and profitable
instruction for those youths whom it may
accommodate. Certainly, such services and
benefits provide an effective deterrent to fu-
ture delinquencies that might well occur.
Here will be given to the youth who are
privileged to attend this camp, opportuni-
ties for counsel, teaching and examples cal-
culated to inculcate in them higher ideals
and concepts of character and responsibility.
This training and experience here at this
camp will surely make them better men
and women, and will equip and prepare them
to better meet the myriad vicissitudes and
obligations of good citizenship.

One of the major objectives of the sum-
mer programs here will be “to encourage
American boys and girls to develop physical
fitness, courage, self-reliance, and kindred
virtues.” Thus, I perceive Yorktown Bay
is a practical and modern implementation
of the Greek ideal of a sound mind in a
sound body. Through the media of the cus-
tomary activities such as swimming, archery,
nature study and the like, combined with
nautical training and well-planned social
and literary programs, the young people who
participate in the 12-day schedules here will
surely return to their home communities
with a keener personal appreciation and
consclousness of their importance and re-
sponsibilities to the social, political, and
civic affairs of our country.

To the Navy League and those who have
sponsored this camp, I would say, you have
set high goals and standards for this camp.
Your objectives are both noble and com-
mendable, and I salute you for having con-
celved and developed this project. Your
unwavering devotion to a high purpose and
worthy cause has made this camp a reality
and this occasion possible.

Today is a prelude to the future. The ex-
pansion of these present facilities which is
sure to come, makes this pleasant and in-
valuable summer experience available to a
still larger number of boys and girls who
will come to this camp each year. I con-
gratulate you and express the gratitude of
all fathers and mothers whose children will
be privileged to have the wonderful benefits
and advantages that you have here provided
for them. I am sure Divine Providence will
ever bestow its bountiful blessing on this
camp and on all of you who have had a
noble part in its promotion and construc-
tion.

Distinguished guests in attendance at
Camp Yorktown Bay dedication, June 15 and
16, 1962:

The Honorable JoHN McCLELLAN and Mrs.
MeClellan.

The Honorable J. WiLLIam FULBRIGHT.

The Honorable CATHERINE D. NORRELL.

The Honorable OREN HARRIS.

The Honorable DALE ALFORD.

The Honorable Nathan Gordon, Lieuten-
ant Governor of Arkansas, Little Rock, Ark.

The Honorable Frank Holt, attorney gen-
eral, State of Arkansas, Little Rock, Ark.

Admiral of the Fleet Arthur W. Radford,
U.S. Navy, retired, Mayflower Hotel, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Adm. J. J. Clark, U.S. Navy, retired, presi-
dent, Alaska Airlines, New York, N.Y.

Vice Adm, R. B, Pirie, U.S. Navy, Deputy
Chief of Naval Operations (Air), Washing-
ton, D.C.

Rear Adm. Julian Becton, U.S. Navy,
Commander, U.S. Naval Reserve Training
Command, Omaha, Nebr.

Rear Adm. John J. Bergen, U.S. Naval Re-
serve, retired, chairman of the board, Hotel
Corp. of America, New York, N.Y.

Rear Adm. Joseph J. Clifton, U.8. Navy,
and Mrs, Clifton, Chief of Naval Air Tech-
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nical Training, Naval Air Station, Memphis,
Tenn,

Rear Adm, M. T, Evans, U.S. Navy, retired,
and Mrs. Evans, Melton Banking Co., Wells-
ton, Ohio.

Rear Adm. R. A. MacPherson, U.S. Navy,
Assistant Chief of Naval Personnel, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Rear Adm. F. B. Warder, U.S. Navy, Com-
mandant, Eighth Naval District, New Or-
leans, La.

Maj. Gen. W. C. Bullock, U.S. Army, Com-
manding Officer, XIX Corps, U.S. Army, Fort
Chaffee, Ark.

Brig. Gen. Robert H. Strauss, U.8S. Air
Force, Commander, 17th Strategic Aero-
space Division, Whiteman Air Force Base,
Mo.

Gen. Charles D. Henley, U.8. Army Reserve,
Office of the Assistant Division Commander,
95th Division (training), Little Rock, Ark.

Col. C. J. Van Sickle, U.S. Army, sector
commander, Arkansas sector, Little Rock,
Ark.

Capt. Cooper Bright, U.S. Navy, Office of the
Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Washington,
D.C.

Capt. B. E. Close, U.8. Navy, and Mrs. Close,
Naval Air Technical Training Center, Mem-
phis, Tenn.

Capt. J. H. Kuhl, U.S. Navy, and Mrs. Kuhl,
Chief of Staff, Naval Air Technical Training,
Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tenn.

Col. Bascom Bogle, U.S. Air Force, Medical
Group Commander, Headgquarters 825 Medi-
cal Group (SAC), Little Rock Alr Force Base,
Jacksonville, Ark.

Col. George E. Glober, U.S. Air Force, Head-
guarters 70 Bombardment Wing, Little Rock
Alr Force Base, Jacksonville, Ark,

Col. Herman H. Hankins, U.S. Army, Head-
quarters, 379th Regiment, U.8. Army Reserve
Center, Little Rock, Ark.

Col. Carl C. Hinkle, Jr., U.S. Air Force, Base
Commander, Little Rock Air Force Base,
Jacksonville, Ark.

Col. Robert W. Strong, Jr., US. Air Foree,
Headquarters 825th Air Division, Office of the
Commander, Little Rock Air Force Base,
Jacksonville, Ark.

Maj. James M. Mueller, U.S. Army, Deputy
Distriet Engineer, Corps of Engineers, U.S.
Army, Vicksburg, Miss.

Maj. C. B, Searls, US. Army, Headquarters,
XIX Corps, U.B. Army, Fort Chaffee, Ark.

Comdr. M. R. Fleming, Commanding Of-
ficer, U.S. Naval and Marine Corps Reserve
Training, War Memorial Stadium, Little Rock,
Ark.

Maj. Eugene J. Kelley, U.S. Air Force, Head-
quarters B25th Air Division (SAC), Little
Rock Air Force Base, Jacksonville, Ark.

Capt. Thomas Marshall, U.S, Army, Corps
of Engineers, U.8. Army, Vicksburg, Miss.

Lieutenant Hunter, US. Navy, aide to Ad-
miral Pirie.

Lt. J. L. Maturo, U.S. Air Force, alde to
General Strauss.

Lt. Paul Mulloy, U.S. Navy, aide to Ad-
miral Warder.

James T. Bryan, Jr., president, U.S.S. York-
town Association, New York, N.Y.

E. P. Blankenship, Corps of Engineers,
U.S. Army, Vicksburg, Miss.

Mr, Otto F. Buzhardt, Chief, Reservoir De-
velopment Section, Corps of Engineers, U.S.
Army, Vicksburg, Miss.

Thomas J. Carter, Jr,, Chief, Projects Op-
eration Branch, Corps of Engineers, Vicks-
burg, Miss.

George C. Gilman, executive assistant to
the president, Navy League of the United
States, the Mills Building, Washington, D.C.

Morgan L. Fitch, Jr., and Mrs. Fitch, na-
tional vice president, Navy League of the
United States, Chicago, Ill.

T. J. Patterson, admiral of the Texas Navy,
and Mrs. Patterson, Waco, Tex.

David J. Parsons, Jr., Hot Springs, Ark.

J. L. Roselle, Chief, Real Estate Division,
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, Vicksburg,
Miss.

June 22

Mr. WALLHAUSER. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRIS, I yield to the gentle-
man from New Jersey.

Mr. WALLHAUSER. I am glad to
hear the distinguished gentleman speak
so glowingly of George Ernshaw. It
happens that he comes from the con-
gressional district in New Jersey that I
have the honor to represent. I wish the
gentleman would convey to him the good
wishes of all his former friends and
neighbors.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman,
and I shall be glad to do that. Not only
was he one of the greatest pitchers in
major league baseball, but he has turned
out to be one of the cleverest speakers
in his performance when he introduced
these outstanding naval personages and
called attention to some of their experi-
ences together in World War II, and par-
ticularly when their aireraft carrier was
under attack by the Japanese. I think
your heart would be as keen upon every
part of his performance. He is doing a
grand job in Hot Springs and that vi-
cinity.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, we
have no further requests for time.

Mr. SPRINGER. Neither do we, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sub-
section (c) of section 216 of the Interstate
Commerce Act, as amended (48 US.C. 316
(e)), is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “As used
in this subsection, the term ‘common car-
riers by water’ includes water common car-
riers subject to the Shipping Act, 1916, as
amended, or the Intercoastal Shipping Act
of 1933, as amended (including persons who
hold themselves out to transport goods by
water but who do not own or operate ves-
sels) engaged in the transportation of prop-
erty in interstate or forelgn commerce
between Alaska or Hawali on the one hand,
and, on the other, the other States of the
Union, and through routes and joint rates
so established and all classifications, regula-
tlons, and practices in connection therewith
shall be subject to the provisions of this
part.”

Sec. 2. Subsection (b) of section 305 of
the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended
(49 U.8.C. 905(b) ), is amended by inserting
between the second and third sentences
thereof the following new sentence: “Com-
mon carriers by water subject to this part
may also establish reasonable through
routes and jolnt rates, charges, and classi-
fications with common carriers by water sub-
ject to the Shipping Act, 1916, as amended,
or the Intercoastal Shipping Act, 1933, as
amended (including persons who hold them-
selves out to transport goods but who do
not own or operate vessels) engaged in the
transportation of property in interstate or
forelgn commerce between Alaska or Hawail
on the one hand, and, on the other, the other
States of the Union, and such through
routes and joint rates, and all classifications,
regulations, and practices established in con-
nection therewith shall be subject to the
provisions of this part.”

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
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Mr. Evins, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 11643) to amend sections 216(c)
and 305(b) of the Interstate Commerce
Act, relating to the establishment of
through routes and joint rates, pursuant
to House Resolution 701, he reported the
bill back to the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is
ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and the third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM FOR NEXT
WEEK

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
take this time to inquire of the acting
majority leader as to the legislative
schedule for next week.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield fo the
gentleman from California.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, the program
for next week is as follows:

Monday is District Day. There are
five bills scheduled as follows:

S. 1834, authorization funds, hospital
facilities.

5. 3063, incorporate Metropolitan Po-
lice Relief Association.

H.R. 9954, life insurance companies,
loaning of money, securities.

H.R.9441, amend National Capital
Park and Planning Commission.

H.R. 8738, amend Life Insurance Act.

Then, Mr. Speaker, we have for con-
sideration on Monday the following bills:

H.R. 11654, amend Federal Reserve Act.

H.R. 11309, extend Export Control Act
of 1949.

H.R. 11500, Defense Production Act.

These three bills are extensions of acts
which are expiring.

On Tuesday there is scheduled for
consideration the District of Columbia
appropriations bill for 1963. Also sched-
uled is H.R. 10541, the Vaccination As-
sistance Act of 1962.

For Wednesday and the balance of the
week there is scheduled the following
bills:

H.R. 11970, Trade and Expansion Act
of 1962.

B. 1658, to prohibit gambling services.

H.R. 8845, obstructions of investiga-
tions.

Conference reports, of course, may be
brought up at any time, and any fur-
ther program will be announced later.
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Mr. DERWINSKI. May I inquire of
the gentleman from California with fur-
ther reference to the Trade Expansion
Act? It is evident that the leadership
expects that a rule will be granted pro-
viding for consideration of the Trade and
Expansion Act?

Mr. SISKE. If the gentleman will yield
further, it is anticipated that a rule will
be granted, I understand, possibly on
Monday or Tuesday.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to dispense with Calendar
Wednesday business of next week.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today that it adjourn over until
noon, Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

FARM LEGISLATION

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr, COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am to-
day introducing a new farm bill. I am
calling a meeting of the Committee on
1Al!l’lcultur«e for 10 o’clock Monday morn-

ng.

The number of the new bill is H.R.
12266. It supersedes H.R. 11222, the leg-
{‘slat.ion defeated in the House yester-

ay.

Mr. Speaker, we have made further
concessions in this new draft of the pro-
posed Food and Agriculture Act of 1962,
It is our hope, notwithstanding the
events of yesterday, that we might yet
improve the plight of the American
farmer, bring down farm surpluses, and
provide some relief for the American
taxpayer.

‘We shall expedite consideration of the
bill as much as possible.

It proposes to continue for 1 year the
voluntary production reduction programs
for wheat, corn, and other feed grains
which are in operation this year, with a
modification of the voluntary program
with respect to feed grains. These are
the programs which the gentleman from
Jowa [Mr. Hoeven] thinks so much of,
and which seem to be so popular. These
programs were proposed by the admin-
istration last year and enacted by the
Congress to be operative while the Con-
gress worked on a more effective and
less expensive program for these crops.
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The present temporary and voluntary
program for feed grains provides that
farmers receive grain land retirement
payments at 50 percent of the approxi-
mate value of grains that would have
been produced on the first 20 percent of
the acres they retire, and gives farmers
the privilege of retiring an additional
20 percent of their grain acres for which
they receive payments at 60 percent of
the value of grains that would have been
produced on the land. The new bill
would provide 50 percent payments for
the first 20 percent of acres retired, and
50 percent payment also for an addi-
tional 30 percent of land taken out of
grain production.

The temporary wheat program oper-
ating in 1962 would be continued in 1963.

We are retaining in H.R. 12266 pro-
visions of H.R. 11222 which are not con-
troversial. We hope we can expedite the
new bill through the committee and have
it considered by the House some time
next week, if possible.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. GROSS. Did this bill evolve by
way of a trip through the briar patch or
the rose garden?

Mr. COOLEY. It was the briar patch,
as it looked last night. We got scratched
up quite a bit.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, COOLEY. I yield.

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
express my appreciation of the expedi-
tious action which the chairman has
taken and of his brief, and I realize very
informal, explanation of the bill, in
which he made reference to a voluntary
wheat program, Under the present pro-
gram for 1962, it is not voluntary, it is an
involuntary program. I assumed that
program would be extended.

Mr. COOLEY. It is an extension of
the present program.

Mr. AVERY. In other words, then,
would the gentleman say that the bill
is virtually the same bill as that which
had been approved by the Committee on
Agriculture of the other body?

Mr. COOLEY. I cannot say. How=-
ever, I think it is perfectly plain that
we are taking out the controversial as-
pects of the legislation.

Mr. AVERY. I thank the gentleman,

THE NEW FARM BILL

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, it is in-
teresting to note that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] in
his new farm bill embraces some of the
proposals contained in my substitute to
title 4 of HR. 11222 which was recom-
mitted yesterday. May I ask the gentle-
man whether his new bill makes any pro-
vision for the extension of conservation



11424

reserve agreements that are expiring
from year to year?

Mr. COOLEY. I do not think so.
Mr. HOEVEN. It was in my sub-
stitute.

Mr. COOLEY. Oh, no; it is not in
here.

Mr. HOEVEN. Is there any provision
relating to dairying?

Mr. COOLEY, Yes.

Mr. HOEVEN. What is it?

Mr. COOLEY. Just as it was in the
other bill.

Mr. HOEVEN. In the bill that was
defeated?

Mr.COOLEY. Yes.

Mr. HOEVEN. May I ask the gentle-

man whether there is any provision in
his bill for tightening up on the dump-
ing provision in the present feed grains
act?

Mr. COOLEY. I do not know what
the gentleman means by tightening up.

Mr. HOEVEN. Giving authority to
the Secretary to dump wheat on the
open market at his discretion.

Mr. COOLEY. I do not agree that the
programs now operating authorize
dumping.

Mr. HOEVEN. My substitute would
prevent the dumping of CCC stocks of
grain onto the open market at less than
5 percent above the current support
price, plus reasonable carrying charges.

Mr. COOLEY. I am prompted by my
vice chairman who says that the provi-
sion of the new bill in this respect is
the same as under existing law.

THE NEW FARM BILL

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, it may
be interesting to note—and I would like
to ask the gentleman from North Caro-
lina, the chairman of the committee,
that it appears quite obvious there are
many provisions of the bill with which
he is not thoroughly familiar. Can he
advise the House who is the author of
the bill which he has introduced? 1
think many Members would like to know.

Mr. COOLEY. Here it is, right here,
with my name right on it.

Mr. CRAMER. I appreciate that, but
whose work are you presenting?

Mr. COOLEY. We had to work very
diligently to get it up and bring it in.

Mr. CRAMER. I realize that. Is this
Mr. Freeman’s bill? Did Mr. Freeman
‘bring it in over night?

Mr. COOLEY. No; Mr. Freeman did
not write it.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. PRICE. I wonder if the gentle-
man from Florida and the gentleman
from North Carolina could tell the House
whether or not these compromises in this
new bill have been cleared by Mr. Sorkin.
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Mr. CRAMER. I think the question
was whether Mr. Freeman was the author
of it. I was not being funny about it.
I am serious.

FARM LEGISLATION

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER pro tfempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
think it would be in order in view of the
conversation of the last few minutes to
inquire if the Committee on Agriculture
will have at least limited hearings on this
bill. What is the intention of the chair-
man?

Mr. COOLEY. I am calling a meeting
Monday morning, and we will try to re-
port it out Monday afternoon.

WAURIKA DAM PROJECT,
OKLAHOMA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. WICKERSHAM ]
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker,
today, I have before me a letter from the
acting Civil Defense Director from the
State of Oklahoma. The letter reads:

DeaR CONGRESSMAN WICKERSHAM: We are
taking this opportunity to advise you of
an inspection of the Waurlka area which
has been completed by Mr. Fred Verity, an
engineer employed by this office.

The most serlous situation, in the Wau-
rika area, according to Mr. Verlty's report
was the health and sanitation situation
whereby there was excessive water standing
in ditches, etc. The State health depart-
ment has been advised of this situation and
have assured us they will do all possible to
eliminate any health hazard.

As always we appreclate your continuing
interest in regards to your constituents.

Sincerely,
JERRY RAGSDALE,
Acting Director.

Mr. Speaker, I say to my colleagues
that I have talked to them from the
floor and have spoken with many of
them personally during the past few
weeks. Today I am beginning my sec-
ond week of daily speeches in behalf of
the Bureau of Reclamation project near
Waurika, Okla.

From the letter just stated, one can
readily see that the miserable conditions
at Waurika have again been com-
pounded. Now a health and sanitation
problem has arisen in the backlog of the
flood.

Mr. Speaker, these are my people, my
constituents. They are being made to
endure a situation which is a disgrace
in the 20th century in our Nation. As
I have said before, these Americans are
the vietims of an American tragedy. To-
day the tragedy is not one of nature; it
is a tragedy caused by inaction.

With our modern scientific engineer-
ing, we can build dams to prevent such
flooding and alleviate such drought con-
ditions. Look what has happened in
the Tennessee Valley since TVA.
Though Beaver and Cow Creeks cannot
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be compared to the mammouth Tennes-
see River system, the same basic kind
of scientific principles can be applied.

Mr. Speaker, today we are building
Bureau of Reclamation and Corps of
Engineers projects in many States in-
cluding Oklahoma. In many cases thesc
projects are not so urgently needet.
Most of these projects cost more than
the $25 million needed for the Waurika
Dam. May I again state that the
Waurika project is not a giveaway. It
is a project which will pay for itself,
My people, the users of this water supply,
will gladly bear this burden. They will
gladly pay the price for the Waurika
project.

The surrounding cities such as Lawton,
Duncan, Comanche, Waurika, Walters,
and Temple can and will use the water
from the Waurika Reservoir. Water is
needed for industry, particularly at Dun-
can and Lawton,

What city can grow without water?
What town can even hold its own with-
out an adequate water supply which
means room for growth? The answers
are obvious. Without the possibilities of
increased water supplies, many of the
aforementioned towns have no chance
to grow.

We have been debating the farm bill
during the last week. Most of us are
aware of the plight of the American
farmer—that is the little farmer, the
small man. All of us are familiar with
the exodus that has occurred from the
1930's to the present from the farming
areas. All of us from farm States know
what has happened to the population
counts in the agrarian counties. It has
steadily receded. My friends with de-
creased farm populations, some of these
towns have their backs up against the
economic wall. As Members of Congress,
we can either lend a helping hand or we
can sit here and await the execution.
Much like the Ancient Mariner, it is a
case of “water, water everywhere and
nary a drop to drink.”

Mr. Speaker, today I have outlined
another point in the need for the Wau-
rika project. I have just begun to fight.
My people need help; and so help me
God, we will make any sacrifice, share
any burden, and talk and write until we
are blue in the face. We will not give
up.

PEREZ, LOVELL TACTICE DETRI-
MENTAL TO LOUISIANA AGRICUL-
TURE

Mr. HAGAN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. McSWEEN]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the body of the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. McSWEEN. Mr. Speaker, even
with the amazing industrial growth in
Louisiana in recent years agriculture is
still my State’s most important industry.

‘Hundreds of thousands of Louisianians

other than farmers gain their livelihood
either directly or indirectly from annual
farm-marketing receipts in excess of
$400 million. In my own congressional
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district there is hardly a person who is
not materially benefited from stable and
profitable farm operations in cotton, rice,
sugar, corn, and other row crops, dairy-
ing, poultry, hogs, and beef cattle. I
deeply regret that seeds of disunity have
been sown in recent months among Loui-
siana farmers and ranchers. This dis-
sension has an alien source, and the tac-
tics that have been employed in creating
it have not been straightforward.
FAKES COMMUNIST ISSUE

On May 25 I witnessed a remarkable
political spectacle in Baton Rouge. At
a meeting of the Democratic State Cen-
tral Committee held in the State Capitol
a controversial political figure, Leander
H. Perez, expressed an interest in the
farm bill. Mr. Perez had joined the Farm
Bureau May 19, 1962, as a charter mem-
ber of the Plaquemines Parish chapter.
Mr. Perez, who in 1960 almost succeeded
in his attempt to have the Democratic
State Central Committee prevent the
Democratic Party nominees for President
and Vice President of the United States
from appearing on Louisiana ballots un-
der the party emblem, offered a resolu-
tion that would have required candidates
for Congress and the Senate in order to
qualify to take an oath that they would
not support the farm bill. His argu-
ment was that title I of the bill was com-
munistic and similar to land reform in
Communist China and Communist Cuba.
During the course of the deliberations
he counseled with Mr. Dave Means, also
a member of the committee, who is the
third vice president of the Louisiana
Farm Bureau Federation. Mr. Perez was
unsuccessful in his attempt to pass his
resolution, but his tactics had the effect
in Louisiana of casting doubt about the
purpose of the farm bill by injecting
without any justification whatsoever the
Communist issue. These tactics were for
the specific purpose of dividing farmers
and creating disunity. They were cal-
culated to appeal to emotion rather than
reason. They are detrimental to Loui-
siana agriculture. This move was also
a sinister threat to the right of duly
elected Representatives and Senators to
exercise free judgment within the bounds
of representative government in a re-
publie.

MISLEADS FARMERS

Another person who has employed
misleading tactics and who has conduct-
ed a campaign against the farm bill un-
worthy of the respect of Louisiana farm-
ers is L. L. Lovell, the $13,995 per year
salaried executive of the Louisiana Farm
Bureau Federation. Mr. Lovell started
preaching against this bill even before
it had been introduced, and he set in
motion the Farm Bureau campaign ap-
paratus against the bill even before it
had received committee consideration.
Dues-paying Farm Bureau members in
Louisiana, whether farmers or nonfarm-
ers, were given no opportunity to study
the provisions of the bill that came before
the House and Senate before their dues
were being ironically used to indoetrinate
them with misleading propaganda
against the farm bill,

In addition to giving Louisiana farm-
ers no opportunity to learn for them-
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selves the actual issues involved in the
farm bill, Mr. Lovell misrepresented the
bill to farmers. In connection with the
so-called decision day membership drive
conducted by the Farm Bureau in
Louisiana on May 10, prospective new
members were asked to register their
approval or disapproval of the farm bill
by either joining or not joining the
Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation, the
only such farm organization available
for farmers in Louisiana to join. Pros-
pects were not given either a copy or a
digest of the bill upon which to base
their decision. They were asked instead
to base their decision either on the fact
that the bill was connected with the
Kennedy administration or on a Farm
Bureau pamphlet containing misleading
and exaggerated information. Three of
the four cardinal Farm Bureau criti-
cisms of the bill printed in this pam-
phlet concerned provisions of the bill
that had been already deleted by the
Agriculture Committees prior to this so-
called decision day exercise. This mis-
leading literature has also been used by
paid Farm Bureau officials at countless
campaign meetings throughout Louisi-
ana to try to drum up blind opposition
to the farm bill from loyal Farm Bureau
members.

In the Louisiana Farm Bureau News
for May 1962 the editorial is entitled
“USDA and Integration?” This consti-
tuted mainly an excerpt from the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcOrD of May 21 reporting
a colloquy between Senator Amxen and
Senator Eastranp on the subject of
whether recreation projects authorized
under the farm bill would be integrated.
The obvious purpose of this editorial was
to raise the racial issue among Louisiana
farmers with regard to the farm bill
Fake communism and racial integration
issues have thus been employed by the
Farm Bureau as a means of clouding and
confusing the important issues raised in
the farm bill.

URGES CONTROL; ALSO LESS CONTROL

Mr. Lovell is still making venomous
speeches in Louisiana attacking the bill
in exaggerated terms such as that it
would give the Secretary of Agriculture
dictatorial power over feed grain pro-
ducers, that the bill would abolish the
market price system in agriculture, and
that it would freeze Louisiana in its eur-
rent agricultural status. All of these
claims are unfounded. He has also said
repeatedly that Louisiana farmers want
less Government regimentation and not
more. This last claim is an interesting
one. He urges less so-called Govern-
ment regimentation at the same time
that he urgently pleads for the passage
by Congress of an extension of the Sugar
Act, a control program that provides di-
rect Federal Government payments. Un-
der the sugar program approximately
5,000 Louisiana farmers earn in excess
of $50 million annually. He also pleads
for no change in the rice and cotton pro-
grams, which are based on acreage al-
lotments and price supports. Under
these programs Louisiana cotton grow-
ers earn annually in excess of $90 mil-
lion and rice growers in excess of $60
million.
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ACCEPTS GOVERNMENT HELP

As a matter of fact, Mr. Lovell earns
part of his own livelihood by participat-
ing in the sugar and cotton programs and
by receiving assistance from the Federal
Government. Along with Mr. Robert J.
Munson, his brother-in-law, he owns
and operates the 985-acre Witchwood
Plantation located near Cheneyville,
Rapides Parish, La. For example, Mr.
Lovell and Mr. Munson, in 1955, with the
assistance of the Government, received
cotton loans totaling $22479.77. In
1956, this figure was $30,263.74. In the
years 1957 through 1961, Mr. Lovell and
Mr. Munson received directly from the
Federal Government sugar payments
totaling $21,154.25. In 1959, Mr. Lovell
and Mr. Munson received directly from
the Federal Government wool payments
totaling $304.82 for 1,789 pounds of wool.
And for 1958, 1960, and 1961, Mr. Lovell
and Mr. Munson received from the Fed-
eral Government agricultural conserva-
tion program payments for soil conserv-
ing practices in the amount of $975.40.

I do not cite this information to eriti-
cize their participation in these Govern-
ment assistance programs. Sugar farm-
ers tell me that they could not stay in
business except for the Sugar Act. Rice
farmers tell me that the rice program is
essential to their solvency, and cotton
farmers tell me that without the cot-
ton program it would not be possible for
them to risk the heavy investment need-
ed to make a cotton crop. Mr. Lovell
has on many occasions endorsed this
point of view. These particular pro-
grams have been operated by the Gov-
ernment with success and without ex-
orbitant cost to the taxpayers. As a
matter of fact, at the end of 1952, all
Government farm programs had shown
a net profit in excess of $13 million.
Whether by coincidence or otherwise it
has been only since 1952 that the Gov-
ernment has suffered tremendous losses
in agriculture, particularly in wheat and
feed grains. It has been only since 1952
that the farmers have suffered a parity
ratio drop from 100 percent to 80 percent.
And it has been only since 1952 that the
annual costs of farm programs have
climbed from the level of $1 billion to §5
billion, $6 billion, and $7 billion.

No, I do not find fault with Mr. Lovell
in either personally participating in these
programs or in publicly endorsing them
in the interest of Louisiana farmers.
What I do eriticize, however, is his incon-
sistency now, during the fight to over-
come the serious crisis in wheat and
feed grains by trying to pass for these
crops the same type of legislation that
he endorses for other Louisiana crops,
in wailing and complaining about regi-
mentation and Government control. He
has alined himself in this matter com-
pletely with the Chicago-based American
Farm Bureau Federation, of which he is
a director, which has recently cast asper-
sions on all allotment programs, particu-
larly the cotton allotment program. He
has joined hands with the grain and
storage interests of the Midwest and
those members of the Republican Party
who, if they could, would abolish all Gov-
ernment assistance farm programs.
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INCONSISTENCY UNDESIRABLE

As the member of the Agriculture
Committee from Louisiana I feel it my
duty to ecall to the attention of Louisi-
ana farmers this serious question that
has been raised in the eyes of Congress
as to the position of Louisiana agricul-
ture on these matters. Louisiana farm-
ers would do well to ponder now which
course they wish to follow as a matter of
policy and hew a consistent line regard-
ing farm programs. Mr. Lovell may be
able to talk one way about sugar, cotton,
and rice and yet another way about feed
grains. As a matter of intellectual hon-
esty these are tactics that I cannot follow
as a member of the Committee on Ag-
riculture and as a Member of the House
of Representatives. I have confidence
also that individual farmers in Louisiana
do not want me to become a party to in-
consistency and duplicity and that they
do not want me to contribute to disunity
in Louisiana agriculture.

Mr. Speaker, the Department of Agri-
culture is now celebrating its centennial.
During the 100 years since the bill creat-
ing the Department of Agriculture was
signed into law by Abraham Lincoln,
American agriculture has undergone
miraculous progress. This did not hap-
pen by chance. Thousands of persons
through the years have made great con-
tributions. The land-grant colleges and
universities, the Extension Service, Re-
search, the Soil Conservation Service,
Farmers Home Administration, the
Forest Service, Commodity Stabilization
Service, and many other agencies of the
Department of Agriculture working with
individual farmers under the private
enterprise system have achieved a fab-
ulous agricultural technology and capa-
bility. It would be tragic if we were
either unwilling or incapable of manag-
ing our farm abundance. This is no
time for dissension and disunity among
farmers, or between farmers and con-
sumers, or between farmers and taxpay-
ers. The welfare of each is in the in-
terest of the other.

Even though the farm bill was re-
committed last night by the House to the
Committee on Agriculture for further
consideration the surplus and overpro-
duction ecrisis in wheat and feed grains
still menaces the basic foundations of
agriculture. Constructive legislation this
session to deal with this serious problem
is essential. Otherwise all of agriculture
is in jeopardy of demagogic attack and
ruin from its detractors.

FEDERAL PARTICIPATION IN SHORE
PROTECTION

Mr. HAGAN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Delaware [Mr. McDoweLL]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the body of the REcorp and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objeetion to the request of the gentle-
man from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Speaker, the'

American Shore and Beach Preservation
Association has endorsed the bill, HR.
11759, cosponsored by my friend and col-
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league, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. THompson] and myself, to amend
the laws with respect to Federal partici-
pation in shore protection.

This bill was drafted at my request by
the Army Corps of Engineers.

I include as part of my remarks a let-
ter I have received from Maj. Gen. J. S.
Seybold, U.S. Army, retired, president of
the American Shore and Beach Preser-
vation Association; a summary of the
provisions of the McDowell-Thompson
shore protection bill; the relevant text
of a newsletter issued May 31, 1962, by
the American Shore and Beach Preser-
vation Association; and the fext of the
bill, H.R. 11759.

I invite all of my colleagues who have
shore and beach protection problems to
join in cosponsoring this legislation.

AMERICAN SHORE AND BEACH PRES-
ERVATION ASSOCIATION,
Washington, D.C., May 21, 1962,
Hon. Harris B. McDoweLL, Jr.
Congress of the United States, House Office
Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN McDoweLL: We are
pleased to recelve a copy of your bill, HR.
11759, to amend the present statute relating
to Federal particlpation in shore protection.
Your proposal is, in general, that of the
program of this association and with which
it is in full accord.

The American Shore and Beach Preserva-
tion Association is a nonprofit organization
formed in New Jersey in 1926 for the purpose
of developing a public awareness of the loss
of our shores and beaches, to stimulate the
technical, sclentific knowledge of coastal
engineering, and to improve governmental
administrative procedures to preserve these
limited resources. Even at that early date,
due to the restriction of transport and move-
ment, the loss of our shores and beaches in
the more readily accessible areas was of con-
cern. Conservation of these resources, as
you are fully cognizant, becomes increasingly
important with the growth of population,
leisure, and increased individual income.
Likewise, the competition for space for vari-
ous coastal use—residential, industrial, and
recreational—challenges our wisdom in the
development of a proper conservation pro-
gram. It is important, we belleve, that the
community and State in cooperation with
the Federal Government plan and establish
a cooperative program for the preservation
and realistic use of our disappearing beaches
and shores, Sultable legislative procedures
and mechanism for management must be
early provided.

The problem is broader than the specific
preservation of beaches; it includes the erec-
tion, management and control of the natu-
ral or manmade works of protection against
the storms and tides; it includes a suitable
program of land management and should
develop uses of the shores and its waters
to the best interests of the community,
State, and of the Nation.

Our organization is supported, primarily,
by devoted advocates of conservation but it
is tempered by a large group of county and
municipal government units who, with our
members of the engineering profession, in-
clude a wide range of interests and accom-
modate our program to the needs of the sea-
fronting communities.

Your proposed legislation is needed, and
is justified by existing conditions and the
necessities of the future. Do let us know
if we can be of any assistance in the presen-
tation of this commendable legislation.

I enclose a copy of our official publica-
tion, Shore and Beach magazine, published

semiannually, and the monthly newsletter,

for your information. You will note Sen-
ator ANDERSON'S comments in the news-
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letter and we would likewise appreciate your
comments on the proposed bill for pub-
lication.
Very truly yours,
J. 8. SEYBOLD,

Major General,

U.8. Army, Retired.
DE3CRIPTION OF BILL PERTAINING TO SHORE

PROTECTION

This bill would:

1. Amend the act of August 13, 1946, as
amended:

(a) By increasing from one-third to one-
half the Federal participation In the cost of
shore restoration and protection projects.

(b) By providing for 100 percent Federal
cost participation in protection of Federal
property and In projects at State, county,
and other publicly owned shore parks and
conservation areas which meet certain
criteria set forth in the bill,

(¢) By authorizing reimbursement of lo-
cal interests for work done by them on au-
thorized projects up to $1 million.

(d) By providing small shore and beach
restoration and protection project authority
with a single project limit of $400,000.

2. Modify the act of July 3, 1930, as
amended, by providing for surveys entirely
at Federal cost. Through application of
existing laws pertaining to river and harbor
surveys, specific contribution to the costs
and cooperation in the survey by a State or
local agency would not be required, but the
consulting and coordinating requirements of
the 1945 River and Harbor Act would apply.

3. Make the new participation provisions
applicable to authorized projects where the
Federal contribution has not been made as
of the date the bill is enacted.

CONGRESS

(News letter by American Shore and Beach
Preservation Association)

Another milestone, and a most important
one in the progress of the assoclation pro-
gram, was made in Washington this month:
H.R. 11759, proposed by Congressman Mc-
DowegLL, of Delaware, and cosponsored by
Congressman THomPsoN, of New Jersey, was
referred to the Committee on Public Works
of the House.

The bill provides liberalized flscal support
and broadens Federal policy in participation
in shore and beach preservation projects.

H.R. 117569 proposes to increase the limit
of the Federal contribution for the construc-
tion of works for the restoration and protec-
tion of our beaches and shores from one-
third to one-half of the cost. It also adds
that the costs allocated to the restoration
and protection of Federal property shall be
borne fully by the Federal Government, and
that Federal participation in the cost of a
project for restoration and protection of
State, county, and other publicly owned
shore, parks, and conservation areas may
be the total cost exclusive of land costs when
such areas: include a zone which excludes
permanent human habitation; include but
are not limited to recreational beaches;
satisfy adequate criteria for conservation and
development of the natural resources of the
environment; extend landward a sufficlent
distance to include, where appropriate, pro-
tective dunes, bluffs, or other natural fea-
tures which serve to protect the uplands
from damage; and provide essentially full
park facilities for appropriate public use,
all of which shall meet with the approval
of the Chief of Engineers.

The present statute Is further amended
toread:

“When in the opinion of the Chief of En-
gineers the most suitable and economical
remedial measures would be provided by
periodic beach nourishment, the term ‘con-
struction’” may be construed for the pur-
poses of this Act to include the deposit of
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sand fill at suitable intervals of time to fur-
nish sand supply to project shores for a
lenth of time specified by the Chief of En-
gineers.

“Shores other than public will be eligible
for Federal assistance if there is benefit such
as that arising from public use or from the
protection of nearby public property or if
the benefits to those shores are incidental
to the project, and the Federal contribution
to the project shall be adjusted in accord-
ance with the degree of such benefits.

“No Federal contribution shall be made
with respect to a project under this Act un-
less the plan therefor shall have been specifi-
cally adopted and authorized by Congress
after investigation and study by the Beach
Erosion Board under the provisions of sec-
tion 2 of the River and Harbor Act approved
July 8, 1930, as amended and supplemented,
[or, in the case of a small project under sec-
tion 3 of this Act unless the plan therefore
has been approved by the Chief of Engi-
neers.”] (words added by H.R. 11759 in black
brackets. )

Sections 2 and 3 of the previous Act are
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Army is here-
by authorized to reimburse local interests for
work done by them on authorized projects
which individually do not exceed $1,000,000
in total cost after initiation of the survey
studies which form the basis for the project;
Provided, That the work which may have
been done on the projects is approved by the
Chief of Engineers as being in accordance
with the authorized projects: Provided fur-
ther, That such reimbursement shall be sub-
ject to appropriations applicable thereto or
funds avallable therefor and shall not take
precedence over other pending projects of
higher priority for improvements.

“Sec. 3. The Chief of Engineers is hereby
authorized to undertake construction of
small shore and beach restoration and pro-
tection projects not specifically authorized
by Congress, which otherwise comply with
section 1 of this Act, when he finds that such
work is advisable, and he is further author-
ized to allot from any appropriations hereto-
fore or hereinafter made for civil works, not
to exceed $3,000,000 for any one fiscal year
for the Federal share of the costs of con-
struction of such projects: Provided, That
not more than $400,000 shall be allotted for
this purpose for any single project and the
total amount allotted shall be sufficient to
complete the Federal participation in the
project under this section including periodic
nourishment as provided for under section
1(c) of this Act: Provided further, That the
provisions of local cooperation specified in
section 1 of this Act shall apply: And pro-
vided further, That the work shall be com-
plete in itself and shall not commit the
United States to any additional improvement
to Insure its successful operation, except for
participation in periodic beach nourishment
in accordance with section 1(c) of this Act,
and as may result from the normal procedure
applying to projects authorized after sub-
mission of survey reports.”

All provisions of existing law relating to
surveys of rivers and harbors shall apply to
surveys relating to shore protection and any
expenses incldent and necessary to investiga-
tlon and study shall be paid from funds for
“general investigations, civil functions,” De-
partment of the Army, and section 2 of the
River and Harbor Act approved July 3, 1930,
as amended (33 U.8.C. 428), is modified to the
extent inconsistent herewith.

The cost-sharing provisions of this act
shall apply in determining the amounts of
Federal particlpation in or payments toward
the costs of authorized projects for which the
Federal contribution has not been made
prior to the date of approval of this act, and
the Chief of Engineers, through the Beach
Erosion Board, is authorized and directed to
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recompute the amounts of Federal contribu-
tion toward the costs of such projects ac-
cordingly.”

HR. 11769

A bill to amend the laws with respect to Fed-
eral participation in shore protection

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Act
approved August 13, 1946, as amended by
the Act approved July 28, 1956 (33 U.S.C.
426e-h), pertaining to shore protection, is
hereby further amended as follows:

(a) The word “one-third” in section 1(b)
is deleted and the word ‘“‘one-half” is sub-
stituted therefor.

(b) The following is added after the word
“located” in section 1(b): *, except that the
costs allocated to the restoration and pro-
tection of Federal property shall be borne
fully by the Federal Government, and, fur-
ther, that Federal participation in the cost
of a project for restoration and protection of
State, county, and other publicly owned
shore parks and conservation areas may he
the total cost exclusive of land costs, when
such areas: Include a zone which excludes
permanent human habitation; include but
are not limited to recreational beaches; sat-
isfy adequate criteria for conservation and
development of the natural resources of the
environment; extend landward a sufficient
distance to include, where appropriate, pro-
tective dunes, bluffs, or other natural fea-
tures which serve to protect the uplands
from damage; and provide essentially full
park facilities for appropriate public use, all
of which shall meet with the approval of the
Chief of Engineers.”

(¢) The following is added after the word
“supplemented’ in section 1(e): “, or, in the
case of a small project under section 3 of this
Act, unless the plan therefor has been ap-
proved by the Chief of Engineers.”

(d) Sections 2 and 3 are amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 2, The Secretary of the Army is here-
by authorized to reimburse local interests for
work done by them on authorized projects
which individually do not exceed $1,000,000
in total cost after initiatlon of the survey
studies which form the basis for the proj-
ect: Provided, That the work which may
have been done on the projects is approved
by the Chief of Engineers as being in accord-
ance with the authorized projects: Provided
further, That such reimbursement shall be
subject to appropriations applicable thereto
or funds available therefor and shall not take
precedence over other pending projects of
higher priority for improvements.

“Sgc. 3. The Chlef of Engineers is hereby
authorized to undertake construction of
small shore and beach restoration and pro-
tection projects not specifically authorized
by Congress, which otherwise comply with
section 1 of this Act, when he finds that
such work is advisable, and he is further
authorized to allot from any appropriations
heretofore or hereinafter made for -civil
works, not to exceed $3,000,000 for any one
fiscal year for the Federal share of the costs
of construction of such projects: Provided,
That not more than $400,000 shall be al-
lotted for this purpose for any single project
and the total amount allotted shall be suf-
ficlent to complete the Federal participation
in the project under this section including
periodic nourishment as provided for under
section 1(d) of this Act: Provided further,
That the provisions of local cooperation
specified in section 1 of this Act shall apply:
And provided further, That the work shall
be complete in itself and shall not commit
the United States to any additional improve-
ment to insure its successful operation, ex-
cept for participation in periodic beach nour-
ishment in accordance with section 1(d)
of this Act, and as may result from the
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normal procedure applying to projects au-
thorized after submission of survey reports.”

Sec. 2. All provisions of existing law relat-
ing.to surveys of rivers and harbors shall
apply to surveys relating to shore protec-
tion ‘and any expenses incident and neces-
sary to investigation and study shall be paid
from funds for “General investigations, civil
functions”, Department of the Army, and
section 2 of the River and Harbor Act ap-
proved July 3, 1930, as amended (33 U.S.C.
426), is modified to the extent inconsistent
herewith.

Sec. 3. The cost-sharing provisions of this
Act shall apply in determining the amounts
of Federal participation in or payments to-
ward the costs of authorized projects for
which the Federal contribution has not been
made prior to the date of approval of this
Act, and the Chief of Engineers, through the
Beach Erosion Board, is authorized and di-
rected to recompute the amounts of Federal
contribution toward the costs of such proj-
ects accordingly.

THE AMERICAN LUMBER INDUS-
TRY'S APPRAISAL OF THE ESCAPE
CLAUSE

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Bray]l may extend
his remarks in the body of the REcorp
at this point.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, on occasion
it has been suggested that lumbermen
seek relief from their serious import
problems under proceedings established
by the escape clause of the Trade Agree-
ments Act—section 7. Under these pro-
visions a domestic industry which is be-
ing injured by imports may petition the
U.S. Tariff Commission for relief.

In the light of performance under sec-
tion 7, the chances for favorable results
are not good. The American lumber in-
dustry is far from encouraged at the
prospects of instituting lengthy proceed-
ings with questionable prospects, par-
ticularly when an immediate solution to
our problem is absolutely essential.

A brief review of what has taken place
under the escape clause can explain the
reluctance of this industry to hope for
relief through it.

First, let us review the cast iron soil
pipe fittings proceedings before the Com-
mission. U.S. imports of that industry’s
products for consumption rose from 51
tons in 1954 to 2,087 tons in 1957. In
1958 they declined to 1,076 tons, and in
1959 increased to 2,241 tons. Imports
during the first 3 months of 1960
amounted to 1,112 tons compared with
946 tons in the first 3 months of 1959.

In spite of this overwhelming increase
in imports, the Commission in a decision
rendered in August 1960 denied that in-
dustry relief.

In the rolled glass industry we find
that aggregate net sales of rolled glass
of the American concerns reporting to
the Commission ranged between $13 mil-
lion and $15 million per year in 1955-60,
The aggregate net operating profit of
these concerns declined from 17.6 per-
cent of aggregate net sales to 7.9 percent
in 1960. 'The ratio of the year-end in-
ventory to total shipments increased
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from about 35 percent in 1955-56 to 60
percent for 1960. U.S. producers’ ship-
ments for this same period declined
from 61 million square feet to 46.8
million square feet. In spite of these
facts, the Commission in a split decision
rendered in May, 1961, failed to make
a recommendation to the President for
relief.

Within the lumber industry, we have
an example of the false hopes and
promises of the escape clause.

Let a representative of that industry
explain their experiences along this
route. In testimony last November be-
fore the House Labor Subcommittee on
the Impact of Imports and Exports on
American Employment, Mr, Byron E.
Bryan, president of Calypso Plywood
Co., Calypso, N.C., detailed the experi-
ences of a major segment of the Amer-
jcan lumber industry in seeking relief
under the escape clause. He described
it as a snare and delusion, which has
worked against rather than in favor of
the American industry.

In his testimony, Mr. Bryan outlined
for the subcommittee the following
thought-provoking experiences of the
domestic hardwood plywood industry:

In 1955 the industry filed an escape ciause
application, relying on the statements of the
administration that no injury would be per-
mitted to American industry and that an
injured industry would have relief under
the escape clause. An Iinvestigation was
made, hearings were held, and the Tariff
Commission in June 1955, issued its report.
The Commission’s investigation, as reported,
established the following facts on the hard-
wood plywood industry:

1. Of the companies reporting, 40 percent
operated at a loss in 1954,

2. Net income in 1954 was one-third the
rate in 1951.

3. Employment was down 12 percent from
1948.

4, Imports of hardwood plywood in 1954
had increased over 600 percent from 1951.

5. Imports had increased their proportion
of the domestic market from 7.6 percent in
1951 to 37.2 percent in 1954.

The Commission, denying relief, found that
imported hardwood plywood was like and
directly competitive with the domestic hard-
wood plywood but that the injury had not
existed for a sufficlent length of time to
determine a trend.

The decision of the Tariff Commission in
1955 was a blanket invitation to the foreign
producers to increase thelr production for
shipment to the United States. Imports
soared from 425 million square feet in 1954
to over 800 million square feet In 1958 and
thus absorbed in 1958, 50 percent of the
domestic sales. Prices of the domestic hard-
wood plywood in this interval between 1954
and 1958 had been steadily forced down by
the low priced imports and many of the
companies were operating in the red.

In 1959 the hardwood plywood producers,
belleving that thelr continued injury had
clearly established a trend sufficient to satis-
fy the Tariff Commission, filed a second ap-
plication for relief under the escape clause.
An investigation and hearings were held and
the Commission made its report, finding as
follows:

1. Imports of hardwood plywood had in-
creased from 66.7 million square feet in 1951
to 809 million square feet in 1958 (investi-
gation 77, table 9).

2. Domestic hardwood plywood shipments
had declined from 934 million square feet in
1955 to 793 million square feet in 1958,
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8. Prices of domestic stock panels and
cut-to-size panels had declined from an
average of $162 per thousand square feet In
1955 to $131 and $111 per thousand square
feet respectively in 1958.

4. The dutiable value of hardwood plywood
imports increased from $8.5 million in 1951
to $63 million in 1958.

5. The average price of imported hardwood
plywood had declined from $129 per thousand
square feet im 1951 to $69 per thousand
square feet in 1958.

6. Bales of 59 domestic producers of hard-
wood plywood declined from $101 million
in 19556 to $83 million in 1958 and profits on
sales for the same companies dropped from
7.8 to 2.4 percent.

7. Of the 59 producers reporting in 1958,
23 producers or 39 percent of the 59, oper-
ated at a loss In 1958.

On the basis of this report the Tariff Com-
mission, in a 4-to-1 decision, denied relief
to the hardwood plywood industry on what
would appear to be a finding that imported
hardwood plywood was not like or directly
competitive with domestic hardwood ply-
wood. This was in direct conflict with the
unanimous finding of the Commission on
this issue in 1955. In fact, under law, if the
imports were not like or directly competitive
the Commission should not have entertained
the application in the first instance or should
have dismissed it on that ground, rather
than denying injury. We, as businessmen
coping with a serious problem in our indus-
try, find this decision to be inexplicable.

The 1959 decision of the Tariff Commis-
sion was the second blessing conferred on
the Japanese and the other foreign hard-
wood plywood producers by the Tariff Com-
mission and hardwood plywood was literally
dumped into our markets in what appeared
to be a never-ending flow. Imports of hard-
wood plywood soared to over 130 million
square feet per month. In 1969, imports
increased over 500 million square feet over
1958, and although 1959 was an especially
good year for the plywood market, imports
absorbed 574 percent of the apparent con-
sumption and represented 134.9 percent to
domestic shipments (Department of Com-
merce, Hardwood Plywood 1950-60).

From 1948 through May 31, 1962, there
has been formal Tariffi Commission ac-
tion in 133 escape clause cases. The
Commission has recommended against
relief in 93 cases. In 41 cases sent to the
President relief was denied by the Presi-
dent in 26, and granted in only 15. In
nearly all these eases in which the Presi-
dent accepted the Commission's findings
on injury, he modified the recommenda-
tions in each instance diluting the Tariff
Commission’s recommendations,

The potential of Canadian lumber ex-
ports is tremendous, and the aggres-
siveness of the Canadians in exporting
such products has been ably demon-
strated. Because of this it is necessary
that immediate action be taken to re-
solve the lumber import problem. Pro-
ceedings for relief under the escape
clause average about 18 months which
can be costly and time consuming when
immediate relief is necessary.

A review of the history of the escape
clause only proves that if an industry
seeks relief under section 7 of the Trade
Agreements Act that it encounters these
almost insurmountable difficulties:

First. It must establish that it has sus-
tained, or is threatened with, serious in-
jury (a burden which many an American
industry has learned is nearly impossible
to prove as the law is currently admin-
istered).
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Second. The standards for determin-
ing serious injury are indefinite and work
to the disadvantage of domestic industry.

Third. The relief recommended where
serious injury is found is usually inade-
quate to the injury.

Fourth. The President can disregard
the recommendations of the Tariff Com-
mission, and grant no relief at all.

The American lumber industry would
be only too happy to pursue its course
before the Tariff Commission. However,
the blunt facts brought out by even a
quick review of the escape clause history
are there as a constant reminder that al-
most 80 percent of the American indus-
tries who have sought protection under
its provisions only met with futility.

NEW YORK PORT AUTHORITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Linpsay] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I do not
intend to use the full 30 minutes allotted
to me. I want to talk, however, for a
few minutes about a subject of some im-
portance that the Congress, I think,
should act upon.

In February of 1961 we had quite a bit-
ter fight on the floor of the House, as
some of my colleagues may remember,
over the question of whether or not the
House should vote to cite for criminal
contempt of the Congress certain offi-
cials of the New York Port Authority.
There were three officials specifically,
one was a commissioner from New York,
one a commissioner from New Jersey,
and one the executive secretary of the
New York Port Authority who were
named by the House. The House over-
whelmingly cited them for criminal con-
tempt of the Congress.

The House may recall this matter first
arose sometime previous to that action
on the part of the House when the House
Committee on the Judiciary under the
leadership of its chairman decided that
the House Committee on the Judiciary
should inquire into affairs of the New
York Port Authority. The statement
was made at the time that the New York
Port Authority had exceeded the bounds
of the interstate compact under which
the port authority had come into being.
Under the Constitution, the Congréss
is required to approve any interstate
compact before the compact can be-
come effective. The New York Port
Authority compact had been in effect for
a number of years doing most remark-
able and exciting work involving trans-
portation, storage facilities and ware-
houses, land and sea carriage of goods,
airport construction and operation, har-
bor facilities, docks, and so on.

It is difficult to assess exactly what the
reasons were which led the subcommit-
tee on the Committee on the Judiciary
that had responsibility in the matter to
decide to investigate the affairs of the
port authority.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LINDSAY. Iyield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Speaking
for the subcommittee and for the benefit

Mr,
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of the gentleman from New York, a com-
plaint was made by Members about what
appeared on its face to be an extension
of activity by the port authority beyond
the powers granted to them. I think if
the gentleman will look at the record he
will find that the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN], along with
a number of others from the State of
New Jersey,-complained to the chairman
of the committee about what they werz
trying to do in the establishment of an
airport beyond the bounds of the area
over which they were given jurisdietion.
That is what first started the subcom-
mittee investigation.

Mr. LINDSAY. I thank the gentle-
man for his comment and his con-
tribution to this special order, which I
appreciate.

It is true, however, that the investi-
gation which the chairman of the sub-
committee thereupon undertook was a
detailed and sweeping investigation into
every corner and detail of the New York
Port Authority. It went into the ad-
ministrative affairs of the port authority
in the most unprecedented fashion; in
fact, this investigation of the port au-
thority, a State organization, was con-
sidered unprecedented in the U.S. Con-
gress. The nature of it was such that it
could hardly have been triggered off by
the complaints of a single Congressman,
involving a single airport or proposed
airport.

A subpena was issued by the Judiciary
Committee. It was a fishing expedition,
pure and simple. It asked for every file
that had ever been kept. Hearings were
held by the House Judiciary Committee.
The representatives of the New York Port
Authority which included representa-
tives from the State of New Jersey as
well as the State of New York refused
to produce all of their filing cabinets on
the ground that they had complied with
the subpena insofar as it was necessary
for the Congress to inquire into the
operations of the New York Port Au-
thority. Where they drew the line was
in truck-loading down to Washington
all their files regarding administration
and housekeeping details that had noth-
ing to do with any legislative inquiry
by the Congress.

The committee then cited for criminal
contempt three gentlemen, distinguished
gentlemen all of them, with long careers
of public service and contribution to the
community. The matter came to the
floor of the House from the Judiciary
Committee. There were only two mem-
bers of the House Judiciary Committee
who dissented from the procedure and
wrote a minority report; they were my
colleague the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Rax] and myself. We defended the
port authority on the floor of the House,
and we attempted to kill the criminal
contempt citation. My colleague the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Rayl
placed his argument on constitutional
grounds. I placed my argument in part
on constitutional grounds and in part
on the fact that the Committee on the
Judiciary had exceeded the authority
that had been granted to them by the
House when the House granted leave to
the Committee on the Judiciary to move
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11.;“ this investigation. We did not pre-

The House voted to cite for criminal
contempt of Congress these three honor-
able gentlemen.

The matter then proceeded through
the courts. The States of New Jersey
and New York brought their case in sup-
port of the port authority before the
U.S. District Court for the District of
Columbia, which sustained the citations.

An appeal was taken to the U.S. Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia.
The only court after that is the Supreme
Court of the United States. Three
judges met and listened to the argu-
ments, Chief Judge Wilbur K. Miller,
Judge Bastian, and Judge Danaher.
That court, by unanimous decision,
dated June 7, 1962, reversed the decision
of the district court and held that the
Congress had acted beyond its powers in
citing for eriminal contempt these three
officers of the port authority.

I understand that the chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary has asked
that the Department of Justice take the
necessary steps to petition for certiorari
to the Supreme Court of the United
States.

The court of appeals refused to de-
cide the matter on the constitutional
question, although from the language in
the decision it is plain that the court of
appeals has grave doubts about the con-
stitutionality of the action that was
taken by the House of Representatives.
The court decided the matter in the last
analysis on the question of whether or
not, first, the Congress had exceeded the
scope of its authority granted by the
House in holding these three gentlemen
for criminal contempt; and, second,
whether in fact the port authority had
complied with the subpena insofar as
it was necessary to give the Congress the
information it needed and was entitled
to have.

The most important aspect of this
matter from my point of view at the
present time is, Where do we go from
here? The court of appeals stated it
was important to remember that an ex-
tremely intricate, and difficult constitu-
tional question had come before it on the
basis of a citation for criminal con-
tempt; a criminal case.

The court said it was difficult to try to
assess the powers of Congress versus the
powers of the compact or States under
those circumstances. The court said:

Appellant is no criminal and no one seri-
ously considers him one. He stands before
us convicted of crime merely because no
method has been provided for testing the
merits of his contentions save that of a
prosecution for contempt of Congress. It is
truly unfortunate that his choice was so
restricted as to the presentation of his case,
for it places us in the posture of being asked
to answer broad questions of civil law within
the framework of reviewing a criminal
conviction.

The court was troubled by the fact
that it was compelled “to decide essen-
tially civil and jurisdictional issues at
the same time that we establish criminal
precedent.”

The court went on to say:

The conflicting duality Inherent in a re-
quest of this nature is not particularly con-
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ducive to the giving of any satisfactory an-
swer, no matter what the answer should
prove to be. Should this controversy be
resumed, it is hoped that Congress will first
give sympathetic consideration to Judge
Youngdahl's eloquent plea:

“During the House debate on the con-
tempt citation, the committee inserted in
the. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD & memorandum
purporting to show that declaratory judg-
ment procedures were not an avallable
means for procuring judiclal resolution of the
basic issues in dispute in this case. Al-
though this question is not before the court,
it does feel that if contempt is, indeed, the
only existing method, Congress should con-
sider creating a method of allowing these
issues to be settled by declaratory judgment.
Even though it may be constitutional to put
a man to guessing how a court will rule on
difficult questions like those raised In good
faith in this suit, what Is constitutional is
not necessarily most desirable. Especlally
where the contest is between different gov-
ernmental units, the representative of one
unit in conflict with another should not
have to risk jail to vindicate his constitu-
ency's rights. Moreover, to raise these issues
in the context of a contempt case is to force
the courts to decide many questions that are
not really relevant to the underlying prob-
lem of accommodating the interest of two
sovereigns.”

I should like to say to the House that
this lays it right in our lap. It brings
back to us the very question that we de-
bated at the time. I think everybody
agrees that criminal contempt procedure
was the wrong way to test this whole
question, and the proper way to test it
was by some civil procedure.

Therefore I want to advise my col-
leagues that I am going to undertake the
task immediately of drafting legislation
that will make possible the testing of
questions of this kind by declaratory
judgment procedure, rather than by
criminal process and the besmirching of
the good names of public servants who
are acting in good faith on behalf of their
Governors and their States. I would be
glad if any of the Members, who are as
interested in this subject as I am, would
assist me in this endeavor.

Mr. Speaker, I will spread in the Rec-
orp at this point the opinion of the court
of appeals:

[U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of
Columbia Circuit]
No. 16,604—AvusTiN J, TOBIN, AFPELLANT, ¥.
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, APPELLEE

(Appeal from the U.S. District Court for the
District of Columbia; declded June 7,
1962)

Mr. Thomas E. Dewey, with whom Messrs.
Everett I. Willis, Lino A. Graglla, and Sidney
Goldstein were on the brief, for appellant.

Mr. Willilam Hitz, assistant U.S, attorney,
with whom Messrs. David C. Acheson, U.S.
attorney, and Nathan J. Paulson, assistant
U.S. attorney, were on the brief, for appellee.
Mr. Charles T. Duncan, principal assistant
U.S. attorney, also entered an appearance for
appellee.

Mr. Daniel M. Cohen, of the bar of the
Court of Appeals of New York, pro hac vice,
by special leave of court, with whom Mr.
Jerome M. Alper was on the brief, for the
State of New York, as amicus curiae, urging
reversal.

Mr. Theodore I. Botter, of the bar of the
Supreme Court of New Jersey, pro hac vice,
by special leave of court, for the State of
New Jersey as amicus curiae. Mr. William
F. Tompkins was on the brief for the State
of New Jersey, as amicus curlae, urging
reversal,
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- Mr. J. Raymond Clark filed a brief on be-
half of the New York Chamber of Commerce,
as amicus curiae, urging reversal.

. Mr, Jerome A. Alper filed a brief on behalf
of the State of Delaware, as amicus curiae,
urging reversal.

Mr. Jerome M. Alper filed a brief on behalf
of the State of Alabama, et al, as amicl
curiae, urging reversal.

Before Wilbur K. Miller, chief judge, and
Danaher and Bastian, circuit judges.

Bastlan, circult judge: Austin J. Tobin,
the executive director of the Port of New
York Authority, was charged by information
and convicted in the district court of crim-
inal contempt of Congress, under title 2,
United States Code, section 192, for refusing
to produce certain documents called for by
a subpena issued by Subcommittee No. 5
of the Committee on the Judiclary of the
U.S. House of Representatives.

The Port of New York Authority Is a bi-

_state agency established in 1921 and 1922 by
compacts between the States of New York
and New Jersey to provide for the efficient
administration of the New York Harbor,
which is divided geographically between the
two States. Pursuant to the compact clause
of the Constitution,! Congress consented to
the compacts but expressly retained, among
other matters, ‘‘the right to alter, amend or
repeal” its resolutions of approval. Over
the years, the port authority has been re-
markably successful in achieving its goals.
As of 1059 it had investments of nearly $1
billion and gross annual operating revenue
in excess of $100 million.

In February of 1960 the Judiciary Com-
mittee initiated an investigation of the
authority on an informal basis. The au-
thority cooperated with the committee in-
vestigators except as to disclosing certain
documents alleged to relate exclusively to the
internal administration of the authority.
After this refusal events moved swiftly to a
climax.

On June 1, 1960, the chairman of the com-
mittee obtained from the House subpena
power in connection with matters “involving
the activities and operations of interstate
compacts.” What little floor discussion
there was preceding this grant of subpena
power was not very enlightening; it certainly
provided no lucid analysis of what was soon
to follow. On June 8, 1960, Subcommittee
No. 5 of the Judiciary Committee instituted
a formal inquiry into the authority.

Appellant conferred with the board of
commissioners of the authority, as well as
with the Governors of both New York and
New Jersey, and the consensus of their opin-
fon was that the investigation being at-
tempted was too broad to be valid. The sub-
committee was informed of their objections
and the reasons therefor. Discounting these
objections, the subcommittee issued the sub-
pena in guestion. Appellant requested post-
ponement of the return date of the subpena
in order to give the Governors an oppor-
tunity to meet with the subcommittee and
discuss their objections but the subcommit-
tee refused the postponement.

After being denied the opportunity to
appear before the subcommittee, the Gov-
ernors wrote identical letters to their respec-
tive representatives on the board of com-
missioners of the authority, instructing them
to direct appellant not to comply with the
subpena. The board of commissioners so
directed appellant on June 27, 1960. Two
days later, on June 29, 1960, the subcommit-
tee met to receive the return of the subpena.
It was against this background that appel-
lant refused to comply with the demands of

1 Art. I, sec. 10-3, of the Constitution reads
in pertinent part: “No State shall, without
the Consent of C ¢ * ¢ enter into
any Agreement or Compact with another
State.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

the subpena® and was ruled in default by
the chairman of the subcommittee. There-
after, the subcommittee recommended to the
full committee that appellant be cited by
the House for contempt. This recom-
mendation was adopted by the Judiciary
Committee, two members dissenting, and
subsequently by the House itself. Charged
by information, appellant waived his right to
jury trial and was convicted of contempt of
Congress by District Judge Youngdahl?

Appellant advances several arguments In
support of the position that his conviction
cannot stand. For present purposes, to illus-
trate the constitutional issues we would have
to decide in order to affirm the conviction,
we list but two of his arguments:

1. That Congress does not have the power,
under the compact clause of the Constitu-
tion, to “alter, amend or repeal’” its consent
to an interstate compact, which was the
stated purpose of the subcommittee’s inves-
tigation.

2. That “the subpena issued by the sub-
committee, demanding documents relating
to the internal administration of the port
authority which the Governors of New York
and New Jersey ordered appellant not to pro-
duce [was] an unconstitutional invasion of
powers reserved to the States under the 10th
amendment to the Constitution.”

Because of the view we take of this case,
appellant’s first contention demands some
elaboration. In granting its consent Con-
gress can attach certain binding conditions,
not only to its consent to the admission of
a new State into the Union,* but also to its
consent to the formation of an interstate
compact.” However, the vital condition pre-
cedent to the valldity of any such attached
condition is that it be constitutional. If
Congress does not have the power under the

* Appellant’s refusal to comply with the
subpena was only partial. The subpena as
issued is reported here in its entirety, the
bracketed portions representing those docu-
ments actually produced, and unbracketed
portions representing those that were re-
fused:

“(1) [All by-laws, organization manuals,
rules and regulations; |

“(2) [Annual financial reports;] internal
financial reports, including budgetary anal-
yses, post-closing trial balances, and internal
audits; and management and financial re-
ports prepared by outside consultants;

“(3) All agenda [and minutes] of meet-
ings of the Board of Commissioners and of
iis committees; all reports to the Commis-
sioners by members of the executive staff;

“(4) All communications in the files of
the Port of New York Authority and in the
files of any of its officers or employees in-
cluding correspondence, interoffice and other
memoranda and reports relating to:

“(a) the negotiation, execution and per-
formance of constructlon contracts; negotia-
tion, executlion and performance of insur-
ance contracts, policies and arrangements;
and negotiation, execution and performance
of public relations contracts, policies and
arrangements;

“(b) the acquisition, transfer and leasing
of real estate;

“{c) the negotiation and issuance of reve-
nue bonds;

“(d) the policies of the Authority with re-
spect to the development of rail transporta-
tion."

The demands of the subpena encompassed
the period from Jan. 1, 1946, to June 15,
1960.

aFor a scholarly analysis of the factual
setting of this case, we refer to the detailed
delineation found in the opinion of District
Judge Youngdahl, 195 F. Supp. 588 (1961).

‘ United States v. Sandoval, 231 US. 28
(1913).

s Petty v. Tennessee-Missouri Bridge Com-
mission, 850 U .8, 275 (1969).
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Constitution, then it cannot confer such
power upon itself by way of a legislative
fiat imposed as a condition to the granting
of its consent.®

In the present case, therefore, Congress’
express reservation of the right “to alter,
amend or repeal” its initial consent to the
creation of the authority is meaningless un-
less Congress has the power under the Con-
stitution *'to alter, amend or repeal” its con-
sent to an interstate compact. The compact
clause of the Constitution does not specif-
ically confer such power upon Congress, No
case has been cited to us, nor have we been
able to find any case through our own re-
search, holding that Congress has such con-
stitutional power. Nor do we find any to
the contrary. Since no such power appears
expressly in the compact clause, any holding
that it exists and that Congress possesses it
must be predicated on the conclusion that it
exists as an implied power.

We have addressed ourselves at some
length to this issue in order to show the
gravity of passing upon even only one of the
constitutional questions posed by this case.
Moreover, in view of appellant’s argument
that the plenary powers specified in and by
the Constitution are more than sufficient to
enable Congress to protect, supervise, and
preserve all Federal interests affected by the
existence of interstate compacts, we are even
less inclined to reach the constitutional is-
sues involved here. We have no way of
knowing what ramifications would result
from a holding that Congress has the im-
plied constitutional power to alter, amend,
or repeal its consent to an interstate com-
pact. Certainly, in view of the number and
variety of interstate compacts in effect to-
day, such a holding would stir up an air of
uncertainty in those areas of our national
life presently affected by the existence of
these compacts. No doubt the suspicion of
even potential impermanency would be
damaging to the very concept of interstate
compacts.

Appellant argues that congressional con-
sent becomes irrevocable once it is glven un-
der the compact clause since Congress there-
by removes the constitutional ban against
the formation of interstate compacts and
thus, to that extent, restores the States to
the inherent sovereignty they enjoyed prior
to the adoption of the Constitution. This
does not mean that once congressional con-
sent is obtained the particular compact be-
comes a law unto itself, immune by reason
of its autonomy from future congressional
supervision. It simply means that the
States are restored to that much of their
original sovereignty as would permit them
to enter into compacts with each other. To
this extent, and to this extent alone, does
congressional consent restore them to sov-
erelgnty, sovereign in the narrow sense of
being free to conclude an interstate com-
pact, not sovereign in the broad sense of be-
ing free of the Constitution.

Accordingly, If a particular compact hap-
pens to be operational in nature (as exem-
plified by the compact creating the author-
ity) as opposed to one static in nature (as
exemplified by an agreement to settle a dis-
puted boundary line, an act which neces-
sarily dies at the moment of its birth), Con-
gress is not without power to control the
conduct of the former. Under our system
of government the Constitution is para-
mount, and the Constitution gives to Con-
gress certain plenary powers, as for example,
those in the field of interstate commerce and
that of national defense. With the cholee of
acting pursuant to any or all of these ple-
nary powers continuously available to It,
Congress has at its disposal abundant au-
thority to supervise and regulate the activi-
ties of operational compacts in such a way
as to Insure that no violence is done by these

8 Cf. Coyle v. Smith, 221 U.S. 559 (1911).

e e ———————
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compacts to more compelling Federal con-
cerns,

Appellant argues, In short, that Congress
can adequately protect every interest that
needs such protection because of the exist-
ence of an operational compact without, in
doing so, being forced to the extremity of
rescinding its consent under the compact
clause, an action which appellant contends
Congress has no constitutional power to per-
form.

Appellant’s assertion in this respect is not
unpersuasive, since a holding that Congress
has the constitutional power to “alter,
amend, or repeal” its consent under the
compact clause can hardly be stated as a
proposition of universal applicability. A line
marking the boundary between two States,
initially drawn by such States acting pursu-
ant to an interstate compact, could hardly
be erased at some later date by Congress
enactment of hindsight legislation purport-
ing to repeal its consent to the compact by
which such boundary was initially deter-
mined. See the discussion in Hinderlider v.
LaPlata River Co., 304 US, 92 (1938), and
cases cited therein,

In other words, appellant seeks to distin-
guish the ways in which congressional con-
trol over an operational compact may be
properly exercised; he argues that control
undertaken pursuant to the plenary powers
is licit, whereas control attempted in the
sense of withdrawing consent under the com-
pact clause Is illicit.

Lest this distinction be looked upon as
nothing more than a quibble, a mere aca-
demiec distinction of a nicety too refined to be
noticed outside an ivory tower, it must be re-
membered that this case comes to us by way
of a criminal conviction.” It must be borne
in mind, therefore, that appellant is entitled
to all of the safeguards which our system of
criminal jurlsprudence assures him, not the
least of which is that he not be convicted in
a general rush to vindicate matters actually
collateral to the crime for which he stands
accused. Indeed, the present case is a classic
example of how this very danger arises.

Appellant is no criminal and no one serl-
ously considers him one. He stands before
us convicted of crime merely because no
method has been provided for testing the
merits of his contentions save that of a
prosecution for contempt of Congress. It is
truly unfortunate that his choice was so
restricted as to the presentation of his case,
for it places us in the posture of being asked
to answer broad questions of civil law within
the framework of reviewing a criminal con-
viction. Undoubtedly the questions pre-
sented to us properly demand resolution, but
we should not and cannot permit this appeal
for answers to blind us to our duty of admin-
istering criminal justice according to tradi-
tional concepts. It must be remembered
that what we decide in this case will be
precedent for another, and far too often has
the rashness of today begotten the regrets
of tomorrow to induce us to tread unsanc-
tioned byways of criminal adjudication
merely because the setting of a particular
appeal suggests the expediency of such a
course. In short, we decide this case as we

7 Regardless of what Congress might have
done or how Congress might have approached
the instant problem, we are bound by what
Congress in fact did so. Since the jurisdic-
tion of the subcommittee that lssued the
subpena in question is derived from the com-
pact clause, and since the stated purpose of
the subcommittee’s investigation was to de-
termine whether Congress should *“alter,
amend, or repeal” its consent to the com-
pacts that ' established  the authority, the
distinction under discussion not only is not
a play on words—it is an essential dividing
line between appellant’s gullt or innocence
of criminal conduct.

* 86th Cong., 2d sess. (1960)).
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would any other criminal appeal. It is with
these considerations in mind, therefore, that
we approach the disposition of the present
controversy.

A contempt of Congress prosecution is not
the most practical method of inducing courts
to answer broad questions broadly. Espe-
clally is this so when the answers sought
necessarily demand far-reaching constitu-
tional adjudications. To avold such con-
stitutional holdings is our duty, particularly
in the area of the right of Congress to in-
form Iitself. United States v. Rumley, 345
U.S. 41 (1953). Consequently, when Con-
gress authorizes a committee to conduct an
investigation, the courts have adopted the
policy of construing such resolutions of au-
thority narrowly, in order to obviate the
necessity of passing on serious constitutional
questions. Watkins v. United States, 354
U.S. 178 (1957); Brewster v. United States,
103 U.S. App. D.C. 147, 256 F. 2d 899, cert.
denied, 358 U.S. 842 (1958).

Accordingly, the first issue we must de-
cide is whether Congress gave the Judiciary
Committee of the House (and therefore its
Subcommittee No. 5) authority sufficient to
permit the subcommittee to conduct the
sweeping investigation undertaken in the
instant case. The authority pointed to as
validating the present investigation was con-
ferred by the House upon the Judiciary
Committee in piecemeal fashion:

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946
granted to the Judiciary Committee author-
ity over 19 subjects, including “interstate
compacts generally” (60 Stat. 812, B26-82T;
rule XI (1)). In 1959 the committee was
given subpena power to conduct “full and
complete investigations and studies relating
to [certain stated matters] coming within
the jurisdiction of the committee” (H. Res.
27, 86th Cong., 1st sess. (1959)). As this
last grant of authority did not encompass
interstate compacts, it was amended on June
1, 1960, to include *“the activities and oper-
ations of interstate compacts” (H. Res. 530,
Putting these
resolutions of authority together, we find
that the committee was given jurisdiction
over “interstate compacts generally,” and the
power “to conduct full and complete inves-
tigations and studies relating to * * * the
activities and operations of interstate com-
pacts.”

The authority thus granted to the com-
mittee is couched in general terms. In the
present case the committee stretched these
general terms in order to justify about as
specific an investigation of the Port of New
York Authority as can be envisaged. We are
inclined to belleve the House did not in-
tend these general terms to be stretched
quite so far. While it is true that the Judi-
clary Committee for many years did have
specific jurisdiction over “interstate com-
pacts generally,” its traditional activity with
respect to this jurisdiction was entirely for-
eign to an investigation of the kind and
scope attempted here. So in this respect the
present case is the antithesis of the Su-
preme Court's declsion in Barenblatt,® where
the particular committee’s authorization was
found in the long history of congressional
acquiescence in that committee's work,

In the present case, the very fact that
Congress had never before attempted such
an expansive investigation of an interstate
compact agency—an investigation, by its
very nature, sure to provoke the serious and
difficult constitutional questions involved
here—leads to the conclusion that if Con-
gress had intended the Judiclary Commit-
tee to conduct such a novel investigation it
would have spelled out this intention in
words more explicit than the general terms
found in the authorizing resolutions under

s Barenblatt v. United States, 360 U.S. 109
(1959).
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consideration?’ In any event, general terms
are usually susceptible of differing interpre-
tations. And so, in view of the fact that
we consider it our duty to avold, if possible,
constitutional adjudication, we read these
authorizing resolutions to mean that the
Judiclary Committee was empowered to
conduct an investigation calling for docu-
ments relating to actual “activities and
operations” of the Authority rather than for
all of the administrative communications,
internal memorandums, and other intra-Au-
thority documents demanded by the
supena in gquestion. Brewster v. United
States, supra. Cf. United States v. Rumley,
supra. And see United States v. Kamin,
136 F. Supp. 791 (Mass. 1956). Therefore,
we think the subcommittee’s investigative
authority, as thus construed, was exhausted
by the information actually tendered by ap-
pellant in compliance with the subpena, for
such information adequately disclosed all
that the authority had done in the areas
under inquiry. The information refused to
the subcommittee related only to the why of
authority activity and, consequently, was
outside the scope of the subcommittee's au-
thority to investigate.*

We feel inclined to add a few words in con-
clusion. If Congress should adopt a resolu-
tion which in express terms authorizes and
empowers the committee and its duly au-
thorized subcommittee to initiate an inves-
tigation of the Port of New York Authority
as deep and as penefrating as the one at-
tempted here, a challenge of the congres-
sional power so to provide would of course
present constitutional Issues which we
ehould have to meet and decide, Therefore,
we emphasize that all we are saying here
is that a due regard for the responsibility of
administering justice prompts us to avoid
serious constitutional adjudications until
such time as Congress clearly manifests its
intention of putting such a decisional bur-
den upon us.

Especlally do we say this in view of the
unusual nature of the present case, where we
are asked to decide essentially civil and ju-
risdictional issues at the same time that we
establish criminal precedent. The conflict-
ing duality inherent in a request of this
nature is not particularly conducive to the
giving of any satisfactory answer, no matter
what the answer should prove to be. Should
this controversy be resumed, it is hoped that
Congress will first give sympathetic con-

*In arriving at our conclusion in this re-
gpect, we have been particularly impressed
by the absence of any truly enlightening or
informative floor discussion in Congress at
the time the Instant authority was sought
by and granted to the Judiciary Committee
concerning the use in depth that was ex-
pected to be made of it. This want of ex-
planation is especially striking in light of
the fact that no such massive investigation
of a compact agency had ever been initiated
by Congress before. We think the respect to
which Congress is legitimately entitled sup-
ports the conclusion that it would not signal
its approval of a decision of such magnitude
in the delicate area of Federal-State relation-
ship without a clearer expression of its
understanding of what it was doing than is
reflected by the instant case.

1 That the power of a subcommittee hav-
ing general jurisdiction over a subject must
nonetheless be specifically spelled out in
particular instances has been made abun-
dantly clear in many expressions by the Su-
preme Court. The contempt of Congress
cases, in whatever posture the problem be
posed, underscore this thought. [See, for
example, Russell v. United States, and re-
lated cases, decided by the Supreme Court
May 21, 1962.] Basically the proposition may
be simply stated. There can be no “con-
structive offenses. United States v. Res-
nick, 299 U.S. 207, 210 (1036) .
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sideration to Judge Youngdahl's eloquent

ea:

“During the House debate on the contempt
citation, the Committee inserted in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD & memorandum purport-
ing to show that declaratory judgment pro-
cedures were not an available means for
procuring judicial resolution of the basic
issues in dispute in this case. Although this
question is not before the court, it does
feel that if contempt is, indeed, the only
existing method, Congress should consider
creating a method of allowing these issues to
be settled by declaratory judgment. Even
though it may be constitutional to put a
man to guessing how a court will rule on
difficult questions like those raised in good
faith in this sult, what is constitutional is
not necessarlly most desirable. Especially
where the contest 1s between different gov-
ernmental units, the representative of one
unit in conflict with another should not
have to risk jail to vindicate his constitu-
ency’s rights. Moreover, to ralse these issues
in the context of a contempt case is to force
the courts to decide many questions that are
not really relevant to the underlying prob-
lem of accommodating the interest of two
sovereigns"” (185 F. Supp. at 616-617).

Reversed.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LINDSAY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Would
you consider the other alternative, since
vou contend that Congress has no juris-
diction, to introduce a bill to repeal the
New York Port Authority? Then we
will not have to worry about it at all.

Mr. LINDSAY. Of course, the gen-
tleman was one of the most aggressive
Members in his attack upon the port
authority.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Yes, I was.

Mr. LINDSAY. The gentleman, com-
ing from Colorado, took it upon himself
to be one of the leaders in the fight to
cite for criminal contempt these three
distinguished public servants from the
States of New Jersey and New York.
And, if the gentleman will read the
opinion of the court of appeals—I do
not know whether he has or not, but if
he will read it, he will find that it is a
very doubtful proposition that the Con-
gress does have the right to amend the
terms upon which it consented to the
compact, or to withdraw consent for that
matter.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr,.LINDSAY. Iyield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. First of
all may I state that I did take an active
part, as a member of the subcommittee,
because I felt that the action taken by
certain members of the port authority,
particularly the executive secretary, the
executive officers, was contemptuous of
the Congress of the United States, be-
cause they did not and would not co-
operate so that anybody could find out
what they were doing and how they were
doing it, with the result that if we are
going to have any respect for congres-
sional action, I think at least the people
who are subpenaed should have some
respect rather than disrespect in bring-
ing in certain books and saying, “You
can have this, and that is all you are
going to get.” That is exactly what Mr.
Tobin did.

Mr.
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Mr. LINDSAY. It is a very good
thing, indeed, that we have a court
structure in this country and that we
have a third branch of Government,
namely, the judicial.

It is the judicial branch, as demon-
strated in this case, that upon oceasion
must protect the individual from unwar-
ranted, illegal, and aggressive actions of
the legislative branch that occasionally
occur, The same may be said of aggres-
sions on the part of the executive branch.
The court in this case held that the
legislative branch, which includes the
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. RoGErs],
had exceeded the bounds of legality and
reversed it.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr,
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr., LINDSAY. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Well,
what would the gentleman think of the
proposition that we repeal these statutes
that deal with contempt of Congress, and
not send them to the court for action, but
proceed to hold them in contempt of
Congress in the Chamber itself?

Mr, LINDSAY. I will not go along
with that. I will go along with the
proposition that has been suggested that
you establish a special committee in the
House, to assess this problem of con-
tempt in an objective way. In other
words, take the power of citing for crim-
inal contempt away from the committee
that has jurisdiction of the subject mat-
ter that is in controversy. Otherwise,
there is danger of having a purely
kangaroo court. The Judiciary Com-
mittee should not have been the com-=-
mittee to decide whether or not Mr.
Tobin was in criminal contempt of Con-
gress. The Judiciary Committee had a
fight with Mr. Tobin. It was not a dis-
interested committee.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. LINDSAY.
gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The Judi-
ciary Committee did not make the deci-
sion with reference to the contempt of
Mr. Tobin. He himself made it.

Mr. LINDSAY. Oh, no, no, I will say
to my good friend, the gentleman from
Colorado.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado.
he did.

Mr. LINDSAY. No. The gentleman
knows perfectly well that Mr. Tobin did
his best to cooperate. You went after
him improperly.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I was on
the Judiciary Committee when Mr. Tobin
came down in 1952 and 1953 complain-
ing that one of the Members from New
Jersey had introduced a resolution to
repeal the port authority, and our dis-
tinguished chairman then listened to
him and gave him all the courteous
consideration that was possible. We
expected to have the same kind of
consideration and at least courteous
treatment from the port authority when
we wanted to take a look at certain
books.

Mr. LINDSAY. The gentleman got all
the courteous treatment in the world

I yield further to the

Why, sure
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from the New York Port Authority.
They brought in truckloads of material
pursuant to the request of the Congress.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, the gentleman
will admit that Mr. Tobin did not bring
what was requested, will he not?

Mr. LINDSAY. Naturally; and he was
right—that is why the court sustained
the action.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. However,
we have the right to issue a subpena to
produce, and if he does not comply with
it, what does that action constitute?

Mr. LINDSAY. That is why I took
the floor this afternoon, to suggest that,
according to the suggestion made by
Judge Youngdahl, endorsed by three
judges of the court of appeals, that a
procedure be established here which will
avoid the necessity of having to test a
question of this kind through the erimi-
nal process.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. LINDSAY. I am sure that the
gentleman would agree that this is a
constructive suggestion which the gen-
tleman from New York is making, and
one that should be seriously considered
by the Congress.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr, LINDSAY. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Would the
gentleman have any objection to the
matter being taken to the Supreme
Court so we could have a final deter-
mination thereon?

Mr. LINDSAY. No; of course not.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Does the
gentleman think the Congress should
proceed before the Supreme Court of
the United States?

Mr. LINDSAY. Oh, yes; insofar as
this procedure is concerned; insofar as
the question as to whether or not the
Congress should consider the drafting
of a statute which will permit a mat-
ter of this kind to be tested in the fu-
ture by “declaratory judement” proce-
dures. There is no reason why we should
wait. Whether the Supreme Court sus-
tains the court of appeals or nof, or de-
clines to review, has nothing to do with
the wisdom of the procedure. In fact,
if the Supreme Court sustains the court
of appeals one substantial reason could
be because the Court finds the procedure
unwholesome.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Does not
the gentleman think that if the Supreme
Court should sustain Judge Youngdahl
in his decision that the precedent has
then been established, and we do have
authority to proceed in the manner in
which we did?

Mr. LINDSAY. Of course, but that
does not necessarily mean that the man-
ner is the best, or that we should not
have an alternative, to use in our dis-
cretion.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The gen-
tleman just got through talking about
the authority of the Government, did
he not?

Mr. LINDSAY. Supposing the Gov-
ernor of the gentleman’s State is asked
to comply with certain subpenas and
other requests to appear before a con-
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gressional committee, and the Governor
of the gentleman’'s State should say,
“Well, I am delighted to do whatever is
necessary to bring the State of Colo-
rado within the orbit of a proper investi-
gation”? But we think that these
aspects of the Congress request are be-
yond the line, and we do not comply.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield fur-
ther?

Mr. LINDSAY. Iyield.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Did this
committee subpena the Governor of
New York or the Governor of New
Jersey?

Mr. LINDSAY. No; they did not.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Really,
then, the gentleman is begging the ques-
tion.

Mr. LINDSAY. No; I am not begging
the question at all.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. The man
we subpenaed was the executive secre-
tary, and we also subpenaed the two
members of the port authority, not the
Governor of New York or the Governor
of New Jersey. When the gentleman
talks about the Governor being sub-
penaed, he is begging the question.

Mr. LINDSAY. The gentleman from
Colorado is begging the entire question
that I am raising here, I will say to him.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. No, no. I
do not see how the gentleman can say
that, because he is talking about con-
tempt of the Congress, is he not?

Mr. LINDSAY. I will say to my friend
here that he knows perfectly well that
the three men who were cited by Con-
gress were acting under specific instruc-
tions of the Governors of their States,
the Governor of New York and the Gov-
ernor of New Jersey, as their agents and
their appointees.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Let us go
a little further. Does the gentleman
know what Mr. Tobin said to the Gov-
ernor of New York and the Governor of
New Jersey to get them to sign the letter
that they sent down here? Does the
gentleman know that Mr. Tobin ap-
proached them and asked them to sign
the letter?

Mr. LINDSAY. Does the gentleman
deny that the Governor of New York and
the Governor of New Jersey sent letters
to the three gentlemen the Congress held
in eriminal contempt, instructing them
not to comply with certain parts of this
subpena on the grounds that these de-
mands were beyond the constitutional
powers of the Congress? All I am sug-
gesting is that there is a better way
to handle this matter. And will the
gentleman be so kind as to tell me
whether or not he will assist me in work-
ing out a better procedure?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. As far as
I am concerned, the proper procedure
was recognition of this independent
branch of Government, the legislative
branch, The gentleman has talked
about the three parts of the Govern-
ment. This was a denial of the right
of the legislative branch to ascertain
information they were entitled to re-
celve,

Mr, LINDSAY. Just because the gen-
tleman is a Member of Congress, and
a very good Member of Congress, he
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should not lose sight of the fact that
there are other parts of our Government
than the legislative branch; and thank
heavens there are, because if the Con-
gress at times is not checked from the
wonderful righteousness of its Mem-
bers, then God help us all. We need
the courts. And this is one of the best
examples I have seen why we need the
courts.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Does the
gentleman think the Congress should not
have the right to issue a subpena and
investigate matters that have been as-
signed to them under the Constitution?

Mr, LINDSAY. The point of this is
that this criminal procedure was the
only procedure that could be followed to
test the question; and even the distin-
guished chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee whom the gentleman from Colo-
rado was following in his attack upon
the port authority, I think would agree
with me that it is unfortunate that this
is the only procedure we have got.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. May I
point out that the chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee was not making any
attack upon the Port Authority; that
what was given to the chairman of the
Judiciary Committee is what may be
given to the gentleman as his duty and
responsibility as a Member of Congress
that he is expected to carry out when
he takes his oath. That is what hap-
pened to the chairman of the Judiciary
Committee. And when he perceived his
duties and proceeded to perform them,
now the gentleman wants to cut him off
and say, “You shall stop at this point
because I do not want anything done to
Mr. Tobin and the New York Port Au-
thority.” That is what it amounts to.

Mr. LINDSAY. I cannot take the
gentleman seriously when he talks this
way. How can the gentleman be serious
when he is talking this way? Nobody is
suggesting that the Congress is going to
be cut off from anything.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. That is
exactly what happened here when Mr.
Tobin and the other two men—inciden-
tally, only Mr. Tobin was indicted. I do
not know what happened, but the Con-
gress of the United States directed the
Attorney General to proceed with the
prosecution of three men, and he wound
up with prosecuting only one.

Mr. LINDSAY. And the gentleman
was thoroughly disappointed that they
did not go after the distinguished
Commissioners?

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. They are
just as much entitled to be prosecuted as
Mr, Tobin, because they stood in defiance
of Congress. The gentleman as a Mem-
ber of Congress was under the duty and
obligation to perform his own duty.
When the chairman of my committee
and the gentleman’s committee per-
formed that duty, then why should the
gentleman now move in and cut off his
right arm and say that he should not do
his duty and investigate those things
that have been assigned to him?

Mr. LINDSAY. This is unbelievable.

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. What is
unbelievable?

Mr. LINDSAY. The gentleman is sug-
gesting that the U.S. Congress, right or
wrong, should be sustained at all costs.
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The gentleman overlooks and refuses to
acknowledge the fact that the Congress
exceeded its bounds in this case, and was
reversed by a unanimous court. That is
exactly, in my judgment, the way it
should have been,

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. Ry (at the request of Mr.
ALBERT), for Friday, June 22, through
Wednesday, June 27, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. Durskr (at the request of Mr.
O’Brien of New York), for Friday, Mon-
day, and Tuesday, June 22, 25, and 26,
on account of official business.

Mr. Carey (at the request of Mr.
O'BrIieN of New York), for Friday, June
22, 1962, on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Linpsay (at the request of Mr.
DerWINSKI), for 30 minutes on June 22.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. EpmoNDsoN and to include extra-
neous matter.

Mr. Baker and to include an analysis
of the Herlong-Baker tax bills,

Mr. Harris and to include extraneous
matter in his remarks in the Committee
of the Whole on HR. 11643,

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hacan of Georgia) were
granted permission to revise and extend
their remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter:)

Mr. Giamo.

Mr. HarrisoN of Virginia.

Mr. ToLL.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DERWINSKI) were granted
permission to revise and extend their
remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
and to include extraneous matter:)

Mr. DEROUNIAN.

Mr. GOODLING.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the follow-
ing title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

5.3225. An act to improve and protect
farm income, to reduce costs of farm pro-
grams to the Federal Government, to reduce
the Federal Government’s excessive stocks
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of agricultural commodities, to maintain rea-
sonable and stable prices of agricultural
commodities and products to consumers, to
provide adequate supplies of agricultural
commodities for domestic and forelgn needs,
to conserve natural resources, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

THE LATE HONORABLE FRANCIS
CASE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
South Dakota [Mr. REIFEL].

Mr. REIFEL., Mr. Speaker, we in
South Dakota have lost a brilliant states-
man and beloved son in the sudden
death this morning of Senator Frawcis
Case. The Nation is denied the contin-
ued services and further labors of a
dedicated servant of all the people.

As a distinguished Member of the
House of Representatives for seven con-
secutive terms beginning in 1936 and for
115 years in the other body, Senator
Cask served his State and Nation longer
in public office than any other man in
the history of our State.

With a sense of obligation that
bordered on consecration, he devoted
himself to his work, for his beloved South
Dakota, and our America. All who knew
and admired him, as did Mrs. Reifel and
I since our first associations with him in
1933, recognized his immense talents,
capacity for service and tremendous rec-
ord of accomplishment.

The proud record of Missouri River
development with its dams and lakes is
but one of many lasting memorials to his
name and effectiveness. Above all, he
was a man of integrity and honor and a
dedicated student of government in keep-
ing with the highest standards of pub-
lic service.

His well-deserved reputation for hon-
esty was pointed up dramatieally in 1956
when he courageously rejected a money
gift which might have been interpreted
as influencing a key vote.

In the field of legislation he had few
peers when it came to public works,
particularly flood control projects and
highways. In addition to being chief
legislative architect of Missouri River
development, he was one of the fathers
of the nationwide Interstate Defense
Highway System.

Senator Case was recognized nation-
ally as a ploneer in the now widely ac-
claimed desalination program to convert
sea or brackish water into fresh water
as an answer to our Nation’s rapidly

water supplies.

Equally active in the field of reclama-
tion, he was responsible for numerous
irrigation projects across South Dakota
and the Nation., He believed fervently
that water and soil are among our great-
est blessings and should be placed in the
highest possible productive use for the
benefit of present and future generations.
He pioneered legislation in the field of
weather research and cloud modification.

Some of his best known legislative
acts include the Case-Wheeler Water
Conservation Act of 1937 and 1940; Re-
negotiation of Excess War Profits, 1942,
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which has saved the taxpayers of this
Nation many billions of dollars; Govern-
ment Corporations Control Act, 1945;
United Nations Invitation to the United
States, 1945; Case labor relations bill,
1946, and Synthetic Liquid Fuels Act,
1948.

In addition, he was active in behalf
of appropriations to implement the 70-
group Air Force and as a member of the
Senate Armed Services Committee was
a fervent believer in the principle of a
strong deterrent as a means of keeping
the peace.

Senator Case introduced the first leg-
islation to dispose of surplus farm com-
modities in exchange for foreign cur-
rencies, the prelude to the food-for-peace
program which he cosponsored.

Recently he received an overwhelming
vote of confidence from the people of
South Dakota in gaining approximately
85 percent of the vote cast in the primary
to renominate him for a third Senate
term.

On behalf of my colleague, the Hon-
orable E. Y. BErry, today, and on behalf
of all the people of South Dakota, I ex-
tend to his family and dedicated staff
our deepest sympathy and condolences.
And I know the House joins in this
expression of sincere sorrow at this great
loss.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that I may include the remarks of the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr.
Berry] at this point in the Recorp.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, the Nation
suffered a serious shock in the death
this morning of one of its most beloved
and outstanding statesmen, Senator
Francis Cask.

The shock suffered by the Nation, how-
ever, can in no way be compared to the
severe loss suffered by the people and
the State of South Dakota. A great
public servant has been stricken—his
State and Nation mourn.

During his 14 years in the House of
Representatives and 12 years in the U.S.
Senate, Francis CasE has established a
record of accomplishment that shall live
on as a lasting memorial to his tireless
efforts.

A soldier, a citizen, and a statesman,
FrancIis CAsE gave his life in the preser-
vation of constitutional government, in
the preservation of the principles of this
great Republic, and in defending the
right and privilege of the individual.

Francis Cast feared and fought con-
centration of power in the hands of a
few. He believed the Republic could
survive only so long as the individual was
free from government regulation and
control and unfettered by the chains of
burdensome taxation.

His tireless efforts were always directed
to a full understanding of all legislation
and the effect it would have upon these
basic American principles.

He was a close student of parliamen-
tary procedures. Few Members of Con-
gress have ever maintained a better
understanding of all legislation and
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successfully provided more amending
suggestions for improvement of legisla-
tion than Francis Case.

His constant interest was always his
home State of South Dakota and the
improvement of conditions in that State.

A great student, a careful legislator, a
devoted family man, this great American
statesman will be sorely missed by his
State, his Nation, and his colleagues.

His colleagues in both the House and
the Senate join me in extending deep
and sincere sympathy to his widow, his
daughter, and granddaughter, his sur-
viving sisters and brother in this hour
of bereavement.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REIFEL. I yield.

Mr. CHENOWETH. I was greatly sad-
dened when I heard this morning of the
untimely passing of Senator Case. I first
learned of his illness last night. I at-
tended a dinner at which Senator Case
was scheduled to be the principal speak-
er, but was unable to appear. I was in-
formed he had been taken to the hospital
yesterday evening, but his illness was not
of a serious nature.

I want to extend my sincere sympathy
to my colleagues from South Dakota in
their great loss. The passing of Senator
Cask is an irreparable loss not alone to
the State of South Dakota but to the
entire Nation.

I knew Francis Case before I came to
the House. When I arrived in 1941
Francis Case was one of the outstand-
ing Members of the House. He was a
most diligent worker. I do not think I
have ever seen a more painstaking Mem-
ber of this House than Francis CAse.
He studied every bill that came to the
floor and many times offered important
amendments to these measures under
consideration. He was conscientious in
all of his work and was a keen student of
all branches of our National Govern-
ment. I considered him a most efficient
legislator.

Francis CasE was not only a very able
and capable Member of Congress, but
was also a great American. He believed
in his country. He supported our Con-
stitution and believed in the American
way of life. He was always willing to
fight for the principles he so ably advo-
cated.

The fact that his constituents, the
people of the State of South Dakota,
time after time reelected him and hon-
ored him with high office is proof of the
fact that his own people, who knew
him best, recognized and appreciated his
virtues and sterling qualities.

Mrs. Chenoweth joins me in extending
our deep personal sympathy to Mrs. Case
and to other members of the family.

Mr. REIFEL. I thank the gentleman
from Colorado. I know the gentleman
was a very good friend of the Senator we
have lost.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REIFEL., I yield to the gentle-
man.
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Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it
was my privilege as a Member of the
House to serve on two Interparliamen-
tary Union groups with the Senator from
South Dakota, Mr. Case. As a result
of that experience, I was able to observe
his tremendous interest in the problems
that face the Nation and his tremendous
dedication to the principles of good gov-
ernment. I can truly say he set an ex-
ample for all of us. He set an example
of dedication to public service that was
at the same time so typically American
and which is too often taken for granted.
We who worked with him in even a lim-
ited fashion in Washington, appreciated
his tremendous dedication to the prin-
ciples of our free enterprise economy and
his well-deserved and respected reputa-
tion for personal integrity. He will be
missed, and his passing is a loss not only
to the citizens he so ably represented
for a quarter of a century but to the en-
tire Nation. Mrs. Derwinski and I wish
to join the Members of the House in
paying our respects to our late distin-
guished colleague, and extending our
personal condolences to his family.

Mr. REIFEL. I thank my colleague.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. REIFEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. MARSHALLI.

Mr. MARSHALL. May I take this op-
portunity to join with many others who
express their sympathy over the passing
of Senator Cask.

Senator Case was a Member of this
body when I first came to the Congress.
He was a diligent, hard-working Member
of this body. He was always courteous
and it was always a pleasure for me to
work with him on a number of occasions.
I always found him to be sympathetic
and a person who believed in doing
everything possible for the welfare of his
people.

The people of South Dakota have lost
a great Senator. The United States has
lost a great American.

I wish to extend sympathy to Mrs,
Case and the family in the loss of this
great and splendid man.

Mr. REIFEL. I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota for his remarks of ap-
preciation and sympathy.

Mr. Speaker, I would advise the mem-
bership that the funeral service will be
held at 2 p.m. on Sunday, June 24, at the
Metropolitan Memorial Methodist
Church, New Mexico and Nebraska Ave-
nues NW. The service in Rapid City, S.
Dak., will be at 2 p.m. on Tuesday, June
26. The body will lie in State at Gaw-
ler's Funeral Home, 1756 Pennsylvania
Avenue NW., until tomorrow, June 23.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, as one
who had known Frank Case since he first
came to this Chamber as a Representa-
tive from South Dakota in 1936, I was
deeply shocked to learn of his death this
morning.

I knew him as an extremely hard
working, conscientious Member and I
came to admire him for his determina-
tion, his courage, and his unquestioned
integrity.
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Beyond that, may I say in all my time
in the Congress of the United States I
have never known a colleague who was
more fair or considerate in his dealing
with his associates.

Frank Case made substantial contribu-
tions to the legislative history of the
Congress in many fields during his serv-
ice in both bodies. His work here was
characterized by a thoroughness of prep-
aration that was nothing short of re-
markable. It reflected his willingness to
spend long and tiring hours of research
into the many assignments that came his
way.

I think the record of Frank’s majori-
ties in succeeding elections during the
terms of his office in the House are the
best evidence of the confidence the peo-
ple of South Dakota had in this fine
publie servant.

Starting his career with the barest of
majorities, FRANK CASE at one stage was
given nearly three-fourths of all the
votes cast by the people he represented.

In the death of Senator Case today the
Nation has lost a dedicated American,
our party has lost a vigorous champion,
and I have lost a valued friend.

I extend my deepest sympathies to his
bereaved family.

Mr. AUCHINCLOSS. Mr. Speaker, the
Congress has lost a very capable and able
American in the death of Frawcis Cask,
Senator from South Dakota. He had a
most penetrating, inquisitive mind and
with indefatigable zeal he would pursue
a problem to its completion. He was al-
ways fair and did not reach a conclusion
without painstaking examination of all
the facts available.

He was one of the first Members I met
when I came to Congress in 1942 and on
many occasions I had discussions with
him conecerning matters of public in-
terest. A warm friendship developed
which lasted until his death and I am
very conscious of the void in my life
which his passing has created.

His high moral standards and his fear-
lessness in promoting that which is right
was legend and his devotion to those
principles which he believed in was an
inspiration to all his friends. My heart-
felt sympathy goes to his family in this
hour of their bereavement.

Mr. DAGUE. Mr. Speaker, the sad
word of the untimely passing of the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Dakota
has brought sorrow to the hearts of all
of his former colleagues of the House
and we are joined with his host of friends
in mourning the passing of this warm-
hearted and dedicated public servant.

Francis Casg was a Member of the
House when I came here and his stature
as a legislator of ability was well estab-
lished. It must be recognized, however,
that Members of Congress are impressed
as much by human traits as they are
by a display of legislative acumen and
the popularity of Mr. Case rested largely
on his warmhearted nature together with
his complete accessibility to both his
colleagues and his constituents.

Throughout the membership of both
Houses of the Congress, as well as among

11435

the several committee staffs, are a num-
ber of former and Reserve members of
the U.S. Marine Corps. An honored
member of this group was our late la-
mented friend and colleague from South
Dakota and it was this service comrade-
ship that brought us even closer in the
common identity of having served the
Nation in both peace and war.

We shall miss this genial friend who
has gone on to answer that celestial
summons and we are pledged to keep
his memory forever green. We are mind-
ful, too, of those loved ones who must
carry on alone and we shall petition the
Master to sustain and comfort them in
their hour of sorrow and desolation.

Mr. WEAVER. Mr. Speaker, it was
with genuine shock and regret that I
learned of the passing of our good
friend and great statesman, the Honor-
able Francis Casg, Senator from South
Dakota. His death will create a void
hard to fill in the lives and memories of
those who knew him.

Senator Case was a man of courage
and vision, an able and astute leader
in his State and in the great Midwestern
Plains area. He served his constituents
long and well and was universally re-
spected and liked by those who knew
him, worked with him, and even among
those who from time to time opposed
him in the political wars.

Mr. Speaker, the State of South Da-
kota and the American people have lost
a fine and devoted friend and servant.
His colleagues in the Congress have lost
and do now mourn the passing of a good
friend.

Mrs. Weaver joins me in expressing
sympathy to Senator Case’s family.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, it has not
been my privilege to enjoy a close ac-
quaintance with Senator Francis Cask.
I have, however, heard for many years
favorable comments regarding the work
of Francis Casg, who served our neigh-
boring State of South Dakota, first as
U.S. Representative and later as a U.S.
Senator,

It is interesting to note that comments
relative to the activity of this distin-
guished Member of our National Con-
gress invariably emphasize that he was a
fearless defender and proponent of what
he considered to be right. As anyone in
politics knows, this is not always a popu-
lar position. Senator Case, however,
never was one to deviate, because of the
immediate political considerations, from
a course which he considered to be in
the best interest of the welfare of our
country.

It was with deep regret that we learned
of the sudden death of the Senator. His
advice and counsel will be sorely missed
in the Halls of Congress, and the people
of South Dakota will miss his objective
and effective representation.

I want to take this occasion to extend
my sympathy to the members of the
Senator's family.

Mr. BEERMANN. Mr. Speaker, on
behalf of all Nebraskans I want to ex-
tend condolences to our sister State of
South Dakota for her recent loss of an
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eminent statesman, Senator Frawcis
Case. Senator Casg, a newspaper pub-
lisher and rancher, began his career in
Congress in 1936 when he was elected to
represent the Second South Dakota Dis-
trict. So well was his constituency rep-
resented it saw fit to yield him its major-
ity confidenze so he was returned to that
office for six additional terms.

Later, of course, the Senator sought
election to the other body and on the
basis of his past ability to accurately
reflect the opinions of his people as a
Representative, he was successful in ob-
taining that office. He was reelected in
1956, and even as this latest illness
claimed his life, he was preparing once
again to take his record to the people of
his State for reapproval and confirma-
tion.

These are some of the pertinent facts
in the life of Senator Casg, but I would
point out for my colleagues that often a
recital of facts does not tell the whole
story. All of us are born, most are joined
in wedlock, have issue, then die. Each
occurrence is marked by date.

But as I have said, dates do not tell the
story of the man. Rather, it is what oc-
curred in the time between that provides
the measure for greatness, and as I
search the life of Francis Caskg, of South
Dakota, I find many, many such in-
stances that indicate here walked a man
of wit, wisdom, and judgment.

Mr. Speaker, in the midwestern ranch
country that marks my State, and the
State of the deceased Senator, we have
a phrase that is used to describe great
men when we discover one among us;
the term is sort of homespun, but deep in
meaning, It goes like this: “There walks
a mighty tall man.”

I want to say that Senator Framcis
Casg, of South Dakota, walked mighty
tall in our midwestern country, earning
that admiring description by his warmth
of heart, generosity, and a willingness to
listen to all.

Saying that, I can add but little more
In tribute to this great career. South
Dakota is a land of clear skies, open
prairie, and rugged hills. It tends to
develop its men in that fashion, open and
free of all guile, big in spirit and rugged
in defense of the principles that made
these United States the great Nation
that it is.

All these qualities were attributes of
Senator Francis Case. We list them to
serve as a guide star to others from his
State who, seeing to height of great-
ness he achieved, will be encouraged to
assume the responsibilities of public life
and perhaps carry them forward to new
limits of individual freedom.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, it
was with shock and deep regret that we
learned of the death of Senator Francis
Casg, of our neighboring South Dakota.

All of us in the Missouri River States
have benefited from the work and in-
terest of Senator Case in flood control,
agriculture, conservation, and the other
areas which are so close and so impor-
tant to our people. We have been
grateful for having such a statesman
from our part of the country.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

We in Nebraska liked to feel that we
had an extra Senator to join our two
distinguished Members of the Senate,
because we knew that Francis CAse was
interested not only in his State but what
was good for all the farmers and busi-
nessmen and others in the Great Plains,
throughout the Midwest and throughout
the Nation and world.

Senator Case was close to the people.
They liked him. He served them well.
His family and his State—his people—
should be proud of him, and I hope they
find solace in the respect which his mem-
ory will always bear.

“He who is greatest among you shall
be your servant.” Matthew 23: 11.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, Senator
Francis Casg, of South Dakota, is
mourned by all the Nation, for his pass-
ing is truly an American loss.

Long before I came to Congress, the
name of Senator Case was known and
honored in my own State of Minnesota,
just as his honest and dedicated service
was known and is known throughout
the Midwest and throughout the Nation.

This great and diverse man—news-
paper reporter, editor, soldier, rancher,
and Senator of the United States—
served in the House and Senate for more
than a quarter of a century.

He worked unceasingly for better-
ment of the District of Columbia’s res-
idents; he worked for sound, economical
public works legislation where it was
needed—for highways, rural develop-
ment, water conservation; for farmers
and city dwellers alike.

Senator Case was a man of honor, and
a man who honored the truth above all.

We extend our deepest sympathy to
Mrs. Case and her daughter in this sad
time of bereavement.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
who so desire may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks in the
Recorp on the life, character, and pub-
lic service of Senator Francis Casg of
South Dakota.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from South Dakota?

There was no objection.

Mr. REIFEL. Mr, Speaker, I offer a
resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House has heard with
profound sorrow of the death of the Honor-
able Francis Case, a Senator of the United
Btates from the State of S8outh Dakota.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate
these resolutions to the Senate and trans-
mit a copy thereof to the family of the de-
ceased Senator.

Resolved, That a committee of two Mem-
bers be appointed on the part of the House
to join the committee appointed on the part
of the Senate to attend the funeral.

The resolution was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tfempore. The
Chair appoints as members of the funeral
committee the following Members of the
House: Mr. BErRry and Mr. REIFEL,
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The Clerk will report the remainder of
the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That as a further mark of re-

spect to the memory of the deceased the
House do now adjourn,

The resolution was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 8 minutes
p.m.) under its previous order, the House
adjourned until Monday, June 25, 1962,
at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2217. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interlor, transmitting a report cover-
ing all tort claims pald by the Department
of the Interior during the fiscal year 1961,
pursuant to 28 U.S.C, 2673; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

2218. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill en-
titled “A bill to repeal section 557 and to
amend section 559 of the act entitled ‘An
act to establish a code of law for the District
of Columbia,’ approved March 3, 1901"; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

2219, A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill en-
titled “A bill to amend sections 281 and
844 of the Immigration and Nationality Act";
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. JONES of Missouri: Committee on
House Administration. House Joint Resolu-
tion 722. Joint resolution providing for the
filling of a vacancy In the Board of Regents
of the Smithsonian Institution, of the class
other than Members of Congress; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1891). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. JONES of Missouri: Committee on
House Administration, 8. 3266. An act to
amend section 2 of the act entitled “An act
to create a Library of Congress Trust Fund
Board, and for other purposes,” approved
March 8, 1925, as amended (2 U.S.C. 168),
relating to deposits with the Treasurer of the
United States of gifts and bequests to the
Library of Congress and to raise the statu-
tory limitation provided for in that section;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1892). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, HR. 8738. A bill to
amend sections 1 and 5b of chapter V of the
Life Insurance Act for the District of Co-
Iumbia; with amendment (Rept. No. 1894).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. H.R. 98441. ‘A bill to ex-
empt life insurance companies from the act
of February 4, 1913, regulating loaning of
money on securities in the District of Co-
lumbia; with amendment (Rept. No. 1885).
Referred to the House Calendar.
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Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. 8. 1834. An act to
further amend the act of August 7, 1946
(60 Stat. 896), as amended, by providing for
an increase in the authorization funds to
be granted for the construction of hospital
facilities in the District of Columbia; by ex-
tending the time in which grants may be
made; and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1896). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State cf the Union.

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia. H.R. 9954. A bill to
amend the act of June 6, 1924, chapter 270
(43 Stat. 463), relating to the Natlonal Cap-
ital Park and Planning Commission, as
amended by the National Capital Planning
Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 781; 40 U.S.C. 71); with
amendment (Rept. No. 1807). Referred to
the Committe of the Whole House on the
Btate of the Union.

Mr. DAWSON: Committee on Govern-
ment Operations. Seventeenth report on
avallability of information from Federal
agencies; without amendment (Rept. No.
1898). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SISK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 707. Resolution for considera-
tion of H.R. 11309, a bill to provide for con-
tinuation of authority for regulation of ex-
ports, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1903). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 708. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 11500, a bill to extend
the Defense Production Act of 1850, as
amended, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1004). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. TRIMBLE: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 709. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 11654, a bill to amend sec-
tion 14(b) of the Federal Reserve Act, as
amended, to extend for 2 years the authority
of Federal Reserve banks to purchase U.S.
obligations directly from the Treasury;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1905). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. NATCHER: Committee on Appropria-
tions. H.R. 12276. A bill making appropri-
ations for the government of the District of
Columbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part agalnst the revenues of
sald District for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1963, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1906). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. McMILLAN: Committee on the District
of Columbia. S.3083. An act to Incorporate
the Metropolitan Police Rellef Assoclation of
the District of Columbia; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1883), Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. CHELF: Committee on the Judiclary.
HR. 2176. A bill for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs, Salvatore Mortelllti and son, Antonio
Mortellitl; with amendment (Rept. No.
1899). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. POFF: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 3127. A bill for the relief of Amrik S.
Warich; without amendment (Rept. No.
1900). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 4954, A bill for the relief of
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Mirhan Gagzarian; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1901). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

Mr. MOORE: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 11127. A bill for the rellef of Ernst
Haeusserman; with amendment (Rept. No.
1902). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BARING:

H.R.12265. A bill to direct the Secretary
of the Interlor to convey certain public
lands in the State of Nevada to the county
of Lincoln, State of Nevada; to the Com-
mittee pn Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. COOLEY:

H.R.12266. A bill to improve and protect
farm income, to reduce costs of farm pro-
grams to the Federal Government, to reduce
the Federal Government's excessive stocks of
agricultural commodities, to maintain rea-
sonable and stable prices of agricultural
commodities and products to consumers, to
provide adequate supplies of agricultural
commodities for domestic and foreign needs,
to conserve natural resources, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HALPERN :

H.R. 12267. A bill to provide civil remedies
to persons damaged by unfair commercial ac-
tivities in or affecting commerce; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

HR. 12268. A bill to increase the personal
income tax exemptions of a taxpayer (includ-
ing the exemption for a spouse, the exemp-
tion for a dependent, and the additional
exemption for old age or blindness) from
§£600 to $900; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. TUFPFER:

H.R. 12269. A bill to provide health insur-
ance benefits for aged individuals under the
old-age, survivors, and disability insurance
program, either in the form of payment for
hospital services, skilled nursing home serv-
ices, and home health services or in the form
of payment for private health insurance ben-
efits at the option of such individuals, and
for other purpcses; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr, NATCHER:

H.R.12276. A bill making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of said Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963,
and for other purposes.

By Mr. EITCHIN:

H. Res. 704. Resolution to provide further
funds for the expenses of the investigation
and study authorized by House Resolution
403; to the Committee on House Adminis-
tration.

By Mr. MURRAY:

H. Res. 7T05. Resolution to provide addi-
tional funds for the expenses of the inves-
tigations and studies authorized by House
Resolution 75 of the 87th Congress; to the
Committee on House Administration,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BROYHILL:
H.R.12270. A bill for the rellef of Dr.

Soonduk Park; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
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H.R.12271. A bill for the rellef of Jose M.
Angueira Francis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BYRNE of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 12272. A bill for the relief of Dr. May
Wing-Eim Lee; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

H.R. 12273. A bill for the relief of Arthur

Mills; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. RYAN of New York:

HR. 12274, A bill for the relief of Espe-
ranza Usana Bernabe; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. SHEPPARD:

H.R.12275. A bill for the relief of Yee
Nging-Foo (also known as Lee Mun-Wah and
Wally Yee); to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. BAILEY :

H. Res. 710. Resolution providing for send-
ing the bill (H.R. 12127) for the relief of
the survivors of Justin E. Burton, together
with accompanying papers, to the Court of
Claims; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

367. By Mr. JENSEN: Petitilon of James
L. Smalley, Post Commander and Carrcll
Hayes, Post Adjutant, the Atlantic AM-
VETS Post No. 1, Atlantic, Iowa; to the
Committee on Un-American Activities.

368. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Arthur
A, Rodondl, city clerk, South San PFrancisco,
Calif., relative to Federal income taxation of
the interest derived from public bonds; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

SENATE
Fripay, June 22, 1962
The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,

and was called to order by the Vice Pres-
ident.

Rt. Rev. Msgr. Daniel E. Sheehan,

chancellor, archdiocese of Omaha,
Omaha, Nebr., offered the following
prayer:

O God, whose mercies are without
number, and the treasure of whose good-
ness is infinite, we beg Your divine guid-
ance in all our deliberations. May we
proceed with charity and justice in our
hearts, so that all our undertakings will
begin in Your name, for it is only when
a work is begun in Your name that it
can be happily concluded.

Keep us in mind this day; and while
we may become so busy that we forget
You, please do not forget us. Evermore
beseeching Your clemency, we ask that
as You grant the petitions of those who
ask of You, never forsake us, but grant
us the courage in these ominous times
to seek diligently and to obtain, with
Your help, a strength and a propriety
that ward off evil, and a peace which
You alone can give. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
June 21, 1962, was dispensed with.
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MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting the nomi-
nation of William M. Rountree, of Mary-
land, a Foreign Service officer of class 1,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipotentiary to the Republic of the
Sudan, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 1745) to amend the act
of August 9, 1955, relating to the regula-
tion of fares for the transportation of
schoolchildren in the District of Colum-
bia, and it was signed by the Vice Presi-
dent.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for
the information of the Senate, let me
state that it is contemplated that the
Senate will be in session today for a very
short period.

At this time I should like to state that,
with the concurrence of my colleagues,
we expect that at the conclusion of the
session today the Senate will adjourn to
meet at 10 o’clock a.m. tomorrow.

AUTHORIZATION FOR FINANCE
COMMITTEE TO FILE REPORT
ON TAX EXTENSION BILL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Finance
Committee be permitted to file its report
on HR. 11879, the tax-extension bill,
notwithstanding the adjournment of the
Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS FOR
SENATE BILL 3457

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on

behalf of the Senator from Minnesota

[Mr. McCarTHY], I ask unanimous con-,

sent that Senate bill 3457 be allowed to
lie on the desk until the close of busi-
ness on Monday, June 25, so that addi-
tional Senators may have an opportunity
to join in sponsoring the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.
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DEATH OF SENATOR FRANCIS CASE,
OF SOUTH DAEOTA

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, it is my
very sad and most unhappy duty to in-
form the Senate of the death of my col-
league, the Honorable Francis Casg, the
junior Senator from South Dakota.

Senator Francis Case passed away this
morning at the Bethesda Naval Hospital,
at Bethesda, Md. All of us were aware
of his recent illness, but we had high
hopes that he would regain his health
and would continue to be with us. He
appeared to be making a most welcome
recovery. His death is a great loss to
the State of South Dakota and to the
Nation.

During his lifetime, Senator Case held
many positions of honor and trust on
behalf of the people of our State. The
people of South Dakota honored and re-
spected him for his ability, his courage,
and his integrity. No one ever needed be
in doubt as to where Senator Frawcis
Cask stood on any issue.

During his service in the U.S. Senate,
Senator Case won the admiration and
the respect of Members on both sides of
the aisle. He will be sadly missed in this
body.

Mrs. Mundt and I extend our sincerest
and deepest sympathy to Mrs. Case, their
daughter Jane, their granddaughter
Catherine, and other members of the
family.

Mr. President, at this time I should
like to read into the REecorp a short
biography of Senator Case:

Francis Casg, Republican, of Custer,
S. Dak.; born December 9, 1896; former
newspaper editor and publisher; opera-
tor of a ranch in the Black Hills; B.A,,
Dakota Wesleyan University, 1918; M.A,,
Northwestern University, 1920; L.H.D.,
South Dakota School of Mines and
Technology; married Myrle Graves in
1926; children, Jane Marie, 1935 ; Francis
H., Jr. (deceased), 1945; granddaughter,
Catherine; served in U.S. Marine Corps,
World War I State regent of education,
1931-33; elected to House of Representa-
tives from Second District of South Da-
kota in 1936, and served seven consecu-
tive terms; elected to U.S. Senate in
1950, and reelected in 1956 ; House record
includes: Case-Wheeler Water Conser-
vation Act, 1937, and 1940; Renegotia-
tion of Excess War Profits, 1942; Gov-
ernment Corporations Control Act—
joint sponsor—1945; United Nations In-
vitation to United States, 1945; Case bill,
labor relations, vetoed, 1946; Synthetic
Liquid Fuels Act, 1948; and active in

behalf of appropriations to implement:

70-group Air Force; member House
Committee on Appropriations, 1939-51;
House Select Committee on Foreign Aid,
1947-48, and Joint Congressional Avia-
tion Policy, 80th Congress; Armed Serv-
ices; member, Senate Committee on
Public Works and ex officio member of
Appropriations Committee from Armed
Services for Defense appropriation bill
and from Public Works for rivers and
harbors appropriations bill; Senate rec-
ord includes: legislation for weather re-
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search, cloud modification, desalination
of water, and various amendments to
highway acts; also introduced first legis-
lation to dispose of surplus farm com-
modities for foreign currencies.

Mr. President, it has been arranged
with the leadership of the Senate to
set aside a time at a later date when
Senators may deliver their eulogies in
memory of our late colleague, Senator
Francis Casg, of South Dakota.

At this time, I send to the desk a reso-
lution relating to the death of Senator
Case. The majority leader and the
minority leader have some comments to
make; and I ask that action on the res-
olution be deferred until they have
spoken.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. MUNDT. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
United States and the State of South
Dakota have lost a faithful and a dedi-
cated servant in the person of our friend
and colleague, FRANCIS CASE.

Like so many Members of this body,
including the minority leader, the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. Dirksen], and
the colleague of Senator Casg, the Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. MunpT],
I have served in both the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate with this
friend.

The death of this rancher, this news-
paperman, but, above all, this statesman,
has left a void which it will be hard to
fill by his State, his country, and his
party.

To say that I am shocked and dis-
tressed is greatly to understate my
personal feeling, because I had great con-
fidence in Senator Casg, and his integ-
rity was never questioned.

Let me add that the many contribu-
tions Senator Case made to the better-
ment of his State, our country, and the
free world, will be remembered by all of
us who have served with him and by
all those who elected him to his exalted
position.

On behalf of Mrs. Mansfield and my-
self, I extend our deepest sympathy to
Mrs. Case, to their daughter Jane, and
to the other members of their family.

Senator Case will be greatly missed,
because he made so many important
contributions.

May his soul rest in peace.

Mr. MUNDT, Mr. President, I deeply
appreciate the comments of the dis-
tinguished majority leader, for whom
our late colleague, Senator Case, has
many, many times expressed to me pro-
found admiration, respect, and affec-
tion.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from South Dakota yield to~
me?

Mr. MUNDT. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, some-
times the term “faithful servant” is
rather widely used. If ever the tribute
could be correctly used in referring to
anyone with whom I have served in pub-
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lic life, certainly it could well be said
of Francis Case: “Well done, thou good
and faithful servant; enter into the joy
of thy Lord.”

Mr. President, it was my privilege to
serve with Francis Case for six of the
seven terms he served in the House of
Representatives; and during that time
there was laid the foundation of a deep
and enduring friendship. Furthermore,
in 1950 both of us became Members of
the U.S. Senate: and that friendship con-
tinued to ripen into one of a Gibraltar-
like quality.

I had a great affection for him; and I
felt singularly honored when, last Sep-
tember, I was invited to go to Mitchell,
8. Dak., to help initiate his campaign for
1962. It was one of the great, outstand-
ing meetings ever held in the great, far-
flung State of South Dakota. Present
were all the living Governors of the
State—and there are many of them; and
all rose to pay testimony to the services
of Frawcis CasE.

Francis Case could well be described,
I think, as a living profile in courage, in
conviction, and in devotion to freedom;
and he will be sorely missed.

Francis Case had a brilliant mind
which was remarkably capacious, par-
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ticularly for detail, and, for analytical
ability, was one of the greatest I have
ever encountered.

So today I say farewell to a friend.
We shall sorely miss him. My sympathy
and that of the family go to Mrs. Case
and to their child and grandchild.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I am very
grateful for the very eloquent and mean-
ingful remarks of the distinguished mi-
nority leader. Senator Francis CAsE
and I served fogether for 24 years in
the House and Senate as colleagues, as
teammates, and as friends. While on
occasion we had differences of opinion,
I never once had a serious disagreement
or argument with my beloved colleague.
This is indeed a sad day for us all.

I call up the resolution which I have
sent to the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolu-
tion will be read by the clerk.

The Chief Clerk read the resolution
(5. Res. 352) , as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow and deep regret the an-
nouncement of the death of Hon. FrRANCIS
Casg, late a Senator from the State of South
Dakota.

Resolved, That a committee of Senators be
appointed by the President of the Senate to
attend the funeral of the deceased.
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Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resolutions to the House of Representa-
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the
family of the deceased.

The resolution was unanimously
agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, as a
further mark of respect to the memory
of the deceased Senator, I move that the
Senate adjourn until 10 o’clock a.m.
tomorrow.

The motion was unanimously agreed
to; and (at 12 o'clock and 13 minutes
p.m.) the Senate adjourned until to-
morrow, Saturday, June 23, 1962, at 10
o'clock a.m.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the

Senate June 22, 1962:
DrIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Willlam M. Rountree, of Maryland, a For-
eign Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassa-
dor Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Republic of
the Sudan.

EX

Soviet Anti-Semitism

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. STEVEN B. DEROUNIAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 22, 1962

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, fol-
lowing today’s news of the most recent
violations against the Jews by the Soviet
Union, I wired President Kennedy as
follows:

THE PRESIDENT,
The White House, Washington, D.C.:

According to this morning's papers new,
violent Soviet anti-Semitlsm is taking place
in Russia with merciless destruction of syna-
gogues, the use of bombs, and actual killing
of human beings. This is so reprehensible
that it needs no further explanation. Are we
to witness another pogrom reminiscent of
Hitler? This shocking persecution of a
religious people and desecration of places of
worship must be stopped immediately. I
respectfully request you take the necessary
steps, Immediately, to apprise the Soviet
Union of our abhorrence of its atrocious
demonstrations.

STEVEN B. DEROUNIAN,
Member of Congress.

The following is the newspaper ac-
count of the violence, as it appeared in
today's New York Herald Tribune:

New, VIOLENT SovIET ANTI-SEMITISM: TORCH
TO SYNAGOGUE, BoMmB, DEATH
(By Martin G. Berck)

A new pall of terror hangs over Russia's
Jewish community of 3 million.

TENSIONS OF REMARKS

From large metropolitan centers to remote
villages in the Caucasus and central Asia,
there is a grave, fresh element of concern
for Soviet Jewry. It is fear of vandallsm,
violence and pogroms.

The wave of fear is reinforced by a sa2ries
of incidents, the details of which have not
previously come out through the Iron Cur-
tain. While not necessarily prescribed or
encouraged by Soviet authorities, violence is
seen as the consequence of the prominent
role assigned to Jews in a far-reaching Erem-
lin campaign against so-called economic
crimes.

In its impact on the Soviet masses—
pressed by new belt-tightening measures—
this campalgn transcends by far Russia’s
unremitting attack on Jewish religious and
cultural institutions. It even outweighs a
recent allegation in the Sovlet press that
synagogues are centers of esplonage and
subversion.

It is in this context that authoritative
sources disclosed to the New York Herald
Tribune that:

Between 10 days and 2 weeks ago, a bomb
exploded in front of the synagogue in KEutaisi,
a town in the Soviet Republic of Georgla.
The front of the bullding was damaged.
Local authorities removed two other bombs
planted in the synagogue.

Earlier last month, in another Georglan
town, Tskhakaya, a synagogue was heavily
damaged by fire, believed the result of ar-
son. Traces of gasoline were found. The
roof was totally destroyed. Religious ob-
jects—including 13 parchment Torahs
(scrolls of the Mosaic law), prayer shawls
and prayer books—were burned. A tourist
who happened to be on the scene photo-
graphed these and smuggled the pictures out
of the country.

The Torah scrolls are revered so much by
Jews that when they in time wear out and
can no longer be used for prayer and study,

they are not destroyed. Instead, the scrolls
of the law are buried in a cemetery.

In Moscow, an elderly Jewish couple was
slain in an ax murder by a street assailant.
They were identified as F. M. Tunis and his
wife, N. A. Tunis. An item to this effect
was printed in the May 11 edition of Izvestia,
the official government organ. Subsequently,
the newspaper reported that the assailant
was arrested, tried and sentenced to death.
No hint was given of any anti-Semitic as-
pects of the case. But stories of several sim-
ilar attacks have gained currency among
Moscow’s Jewish community,

Specialists on Soviet anti-Semitism see a
direct connection between the synagogue
desecration in Georgla and the economic
crackdown spotlighting Jews as alleged
blackmarketeers, speculators, currency ma-
nipulators and pilferers.

EXECUTED FOR EMBEZZLING

In Kutaisl, a Jewish defendant, A, F. Klei-
manov, was arrested on charges of embezzling
state property. After a show trial attended
by workers and students brought by the
truckload, he was sentenced to death by the
supreme court of the Georgian S.S.R. The
provincial newspaper, Zaria Vestoka, car-
ried notice of his execution on March 17.

In Tiflis, eapital of Georgia, an even big-
ger show trial was accorded another Jew,
Mordekh  Abramovich Eakiashvili, on
charges of currency speculation. Notice of
his execution was carried in the paper the
same day.

This, in part, is how Zarla Vestoka under
a heading, “The end of the pack of wolves,”
described the Kakiashvili case during his
trial last winter:

“And thus, an end has been brought to
them. Relegated to the past are the voyages
throughout the country’s towns, the meet-
ings in private flats. The tinkle of gold and
the rustle of banknotes have died down, the
luster of diamonds grown dim. Their way
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has been logically ended, bringing them to
the harsh bench in the courtroom. But they
had known other days.

“* = = from Moscow, Leningrad, Riga, and
Erevan, gold coins of czarist colnage, dollars,
pounds sterling, and Turkish liras followed
to Mordekh Kakiashvili, And from his tena-
cious hands, Kaklashvili released them only
with substantial profit, robbing his partners
and accomplices. * * * Even the religious
books of the Torah have been used by sev-
eral of them as depositories of foreign paper
money."”

In the pattern of such articles, no specific
reference is made of the Jewish identity of
the defendant. But the point is established
by indirection and the idea of a Jewish con-
spiracy with international connections is
suggested.

Kleimanov and Eakiashvili are among at
least five Jews who have been executed on
economic charges. At least 22 Jews are
known among 40 Soviet citizens who have
received death sentences. Prison terms have
been given to between 100 and 150 Soviet
nationals, of whom a majority are known to
be Jews.

SPECIAL TREATMENT

It is inconceivable to Soviet specialists
here that Jews, who constitute slightly more
than 1 percent of Russia's population, could
cast such a large shadow on Soviet economic
life unless the regime decided to single them
out for special treatment.

There is no doubt that such a decision was
made, and in the view of experts, it serves
these purposes:

Popular disgruntlement with new guns-
instead-of-butter austerity measures can be
blunted if the Jews can be blamed for
siphoning off Soviet resources. This recalls
the political uses of pogroms during czarist
days.

Helghtened distrust by Gentiles and fear
among Jews serves to further an earlier
Soviet objective: To destroy Jewish commu-
nal links in hopes of atomizing the Jewish
community, politically suspect because of its
tie with the West and with Israel.

AsHEN FrAGMENT OF TORAH

A translation of a fragment of the Torah
(the lower part burned in the fire) :

“And this will be a sign upon thy hand,
and they shall be for frontlets between thine
eyes, that ye remember that God brought
thee out of Egypt with a strong hand, and
that thou shalt keep this commandment
forever.

“God will bring thee to the land of Canaan,
the land promised to thee and thy fathers,
and thou shalt pass into the length and
breadth of the land.”

Dr. Dorothy Cannon Lafferty

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ROBERT N. GIAIMO

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 22, 1962

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to take this opportunity to bring to
the attention of my colleagues and the
American public, a signal honor which
was conferred recently upon an excep-
tionally talented and lovely lady—my
constituent, Dr. Dorothy Cannon Laf-
ferty.

Dr. Lafferty is employed as a publi-
cations writer for the U.S. Information

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Agency. Her unique talents were rec-
ognized by USIA on June 19, 1962, when
Dr. Lafferty was chosen to receive the
Meritorious Service Award. The citation
accompanying this award reads:

For meritorious service and especially for
outstanding accomplishment of assigned
responsibilities with an exceptional record
of achlevement showing great versatility and
skill as a writer in subjects ranging from
education, space, sclence, and literature to
international politics.

I join Dr. Lafferty’s many friends and
coworkers in congratulating her and
wishing her continued success.

New Farm Legislation Still Needed

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. BURR P. HARRISON

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, June 22, 1962

Mr. HARRISON of Virginia. Mr,
Speaker, as one who concluded, in the
closing hours of debate yesterday, to vote
to recommit to committee the farm bill,
I wish to express the opinion that the
action of the House does not mean that
sound legislation cannot and should not
ke passed at this session of the Congress.

I have always opposed, and still do
oppose, Government price support for
agricultural commodities. Nevertheless,
I recognize the validity of the basic
principle of this measure that, if prices
are to be supported, production must be
controlled.

But I do not think it is either just or
necessary that the production of live-
stock should be subjected to ironclad
Government control and regimentation
in the guise of the control of production
of grain.

An analysis of the group of Democrats
voting to recommit this bill clearly re-
veals that this feature of it was a deci-
sive influence in the measure’'s defeat.

Yet, when the House was considering
the Abernethy amendment which dealt
with this subject and was so vital to so
many of us, debate was cut off, and many
Members representing livestock districts
were limited to 112 minutes within which
to express their views.

It may well be true that the verbiage
of the Abernethy amendment could be
improved so as to protect against abuse,
but I believe a measure that carries out
its fundamental purpose would pass the
House.

It would also seem fo me advisable
that, on another attempt, the committee
present the House with a measure that
need not be rewritten on the floor. No
person could evaluate intellizently the
overall results of a bill containing over
30 amendments adopted on the floor.
Equally bad was the fact that, in the
rush to force a vote last night, debate
was closed, and 15 or 20 Members were
denied the opportunity to explain the
purpose of serious amendments to a bill
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which already had been practically
rewritten.

Finally, I want to earnestly disagree
with the criticism and abuse of Secretary
of Agriculture Freeman. Mr. Freeman
was kind enough to go over with me the
provisions of the bill as reported by the
committee. I was much impressed with
his capacity and sincerity of purpose and
the very earnest efforts he is making to
protect the public treasury from a scan-
dalous situation in agriculture for which
he is not responsible.

Address by Congressman D. R. (Billy)
Matthews, Eighth District, Florida,
Dedication of Izaak Walton League
Building, Waltonian Acres, York, Pa.,
Sunday, June 17, 1962

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. GEORGE A. GOODLING

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 22, 1962

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, on
Sunday, June 17, 1962, the dreams and
aspirations of the membership of the
York Chapter, Izaak Walton League of
America, became a reality.

Founded in 1926, this chapter has
grown and is now the largest in Pennsyl-
vania. For many years meetings were
held at varying places. A farm was pur-
chased and a makeshift meeting room
;vas fashioned from an existing build-
ng.

Immediately upon the purchase of the
farm an outdoor improvement project
was planned. Traps were installed and
a suitable service house was construct-
ed. Rifle and archery ranges were built,
Bulldozers fashioned a lake which has
since furnished fishing pleasure for
countless numbers in season, and skat-
ing in winter. Swings and various play-
ground equipment were installed for the
younger members. A beautiful, well-
kept meadow has ample room for games
of every description. Fireplaces and ta-
bles furnish excellent facilities for fam-
ily picnics.

The big project in the minds of all
was a clubhouse. Fortunately, the
founding fathers did some sound think-
ing which might well be emulated by
many in Government today. No debt
was to be incurred. Everything had to
be on a pay-as-you-go basis. Sunday the
building committee turned over to the
membership, debt free, a building which
would have cost $35,000 to $40,000 to con-~
struet. Fortunately, practically all la-
bor was donated by members and the
cost was greatly reduced.

The highlight of the occasion was the
dedicatory speech of Congressman MAT-
THEWS, of Florida. His remarks, which
follow, apply not only to the York Chap-
ter, Izaak Walton League of America, but
to every group and every individual in-
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terested in conserving our natural re-
sources:

Appress BY CoNGrRESSMAN D. R. (BmLry)
MATTHEWS, EIGHTH DIsTRICT, FLORIDA, DEDI-
CATION OF IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE BUILDING,
WALTONIAN AcCrREs, YORE, PaA,, SUNDAY,
June 17, 1962
Congressman GOODLING, honored guests,

ladies and gentlemen, we are gathered here
today to dedicate this building as testimony
to the enduring worth of purpose and ac-
complishment, past, present, and future, of
the Izaak Walton League of America.

I am delighted to participate in this great
occasion which is truly a bipartisan partici-
pation. Good Democrats and good Repub-
licans are gathered together here because
we have a united interest in conservation.
The splendid soloist and band a few min-
utes ago rendered “God Bless America,” and
if the time ever comes when both of our
political parties fail to unite in a common
purpose to achieve such a great objective
as the conservation of our natural resources
in America, we might well be singing God
help America.

Izaak Walton lived from 1583 until 1683,
and we turn to the simple and quiet pastoral
prose of this happy old man for comfort in a
modern age. Izaak Walton was apprenticed
to an ironmonger in London and became a
freeman of that company in 1618. In spite
of his vocation his inclinations seem always
to have been literary. He knew both Donne
and Jonson, and was acquainted with other
poets. He was a Royalist by sympathy, but
since he was half a century old when the
Great Rebellion broke out, he does not seem
to have taken sides very actively with either
party. It is characteristic of this quiet man
that after the execution of the king, during
the years in which Cromwell and his Parlia-
ments were struggling to establish a stable
government, Izaak Walton was peacefully
writing about fish. To the feverish contest-
ants he gave only one admonition, appar-
ently: love virtue, trust in providence, be
quiet, and go a-angling. It was his own
peaceful creed.

Upon retirement, I know of no finer ad-
monition that we can follow.

Walton was a rather prolific writer and
he expressed his literary ability first in a
biography of Donne; then he added biogra-
phies of Sir Henry Wotton, Richard Hooker,
George Herbert, and Robert Sanderson. But
his best work was his fisherman’s classic,
“The Compleat Angler.” This charming mix-
ture of learning and wisdom is built on the
framework of 5 days of fishing and quiet
conference between the fisherman, the hunt-
er, and the falconer. These three country
sports are represented, but the fisherman
leads the others and in the end converts
them to his quiet form of recreation. The
style of “The Compleat Angler” is quiet, nat-
ural, simple, naive, childlike. It harmonizes
with the subject matter, fishing, and the
country background of peaceful meadows,
quiet streams, singing milkmaids, and brook
fish breaking the water to snap at the fish-
erman's flies, Walton has been called the
prose poet of the English countryside, and
‘the epithet exactly suits him. Small wonder
that he lived to the age of 90.

- As a beautiful example of restful prose,

may I quote from *“The Compleat Angler,”

by Izaak Walton: “Look, under that broad
beech tree I sat down, when I was last this
way a-fishing; and the birds in the adjoin-
ing grove seemed to have a friendly conten-
tion with an echo, whose dead voice seemed
to live in a hollow tree near to the brow
of that primrose hill. There I sat viewing
the silver streams glide sllently towards their
center, the tempestuous sea; yet sometimes

opposed by rugged roots and pebble stones,
which broke their waves, and turned them
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into foam; and sometimes I beguiled time by
viewing the harmless lambs; some leaping
securely in the cool shade, whilst others
sported themselves in the cheerful sun; and
saw others craving comfort from the swollen
udders of their bleating dams. As I thus
sat, these and other sights had so fully
possest my soul with content, that I thought,
as the poet has happily exprest it:

“‘I was for that time lifted above earth;
And possest joys not promised in my
birth.'"

Over 40 years ago, on January 14, 1922, to
be exact, a group of 54 sport fishermen met
in Chicago, Ill., to establish a purposeful
organization—this is considered the found-
ing day of your league which by its name
memorializes that revered philosopher and
lover of nature—Izaak Walton. Like its
namesake and his noted work, “The Com-
pleat Angler” published in 1653, the league
endures in purpose and accomplishment,
and a current membership of 60,000 mem-
bers bears witness to this fact. The 54 far-
sighted founders of your organization were
drawn together in the belief that the sport
fishing resource was endangered to such ex-
tent that the continuance of its very
environment was at stake, From this mu-
tual conservation rallying point the league
has moved to develop sound policies dedi-
cated to the defense of our Natlon's soil,
woods, waters, and wildlife resources.

As league membership has grown far be-
yond that of the days of its founding, so,
also, have the interests of this membership,
and, in consequence, the influence of the
league itself. Mutual enthusiasm for pre-
serving sport fishing and the environment
of such fisheries which served to bring the
league's charter members together in com-
mon interest has since developed and spread
into broadly based interests covering the
full scope of natural resource conservation,
administration and management.

I do not know of any more important
objective than that of the conservation of
our natural resources. One of the great
reasons our Republic has reached greatness
is that a divine providence granted us navi-
gable streams, clear, sweet waters, and thou-
sands of miles of watery fairyland throughout
our country. And yet through the years,
no country in recent time has so ruthlessly
exploited its resources and polluted its
streams as has our own. The league has
worked doggedly and effectively to influence
and motivate progress for the preserving,
rebuilding and proper utilization of our
natural resources over the decades of its
existence.

In this modern day of ours, there is no
more demanding necessity than areas where
the minds of men can find peace in fishing,
hunting, hiking, and in just the simple en-
Jjoyment of the quiet contemplation of nature
in all of its glory.

Historlans tell us that civilizations have
fallen in the past because of many reasons.
Certainly, three of the most important rea-
sons are: First, they have forgotten things
of the spirit and have turned entirely to
things of the material life. Then, in the
second place, all civilizations that have fallen
in the past have done so because they tried
to solve the same old problems with the same
old solutions. They did not have the spirit
of research and inquiry that would lead to
proper adaptation to the environment.

The third reason that civilizations have
fallen is because of the exploitation and
misuse of their natural resources, and in
particular, the land., When Romans, for
example, left the land where they made
bread and went to the city where they baked
bread—Rome was not far from its fall. So
I say to you—you have a very historic mis-
sion and that is to help save the natural
resources of America.
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It is not necessary for me to remind you
of the league’'s resolutions of 1962, You
have resolved yourself in favor of preserving
the natural elements of our national parks
and national monuments; you want to see
the establishment of shoreline and other
national recreation areas; you want to ac-
quire wetland areas to preserve our migra-
tory bird heritage; you want our wilderness
preserved insofar as possible; you want fur-
ther lands acquired within the boundaries
of the Superior National Forest; you want
proper public access to public waters; you
want Federal lands more available for rec-
reational potentials and retained for rec-
reational development purposes; you've
endorsed the principle of multiple-use activi-
ties on lands falling within the small-wood-
lands category serviced by programs carried
out by the Federal and State forest services;
you do not want off-highway travel by
wheeled vehicles on public and private lands;
you have rededicated yourself again to
achieve the goal of unpolluted, clean waters
to provide the American people with clean
water whether in streams, rivers, ponds,
lakes or coastal waters.

Many times in Washington, I have stood
on the banks of the Potomac and viewed with
shame this mighty river, whose waters were
once so sweet, and now so foul that not only
is drinking of the water inconceivable, but
bathing in it would be a health hazard.

Thanks, however, to your consecrated ef-
forts and the efforts of thousands of others
like you in America, our waters are again
becoming clean. We are making great prog-
ress in the conservation of our natural re-
sources. I know of no finer tribute to pay
to you than that which was paid by Herbert
Hoover, who has been an honorary president
of the league since 1926, when he sald: “The
Izaak Walton League has become the greatest
force in the country for the protection and
development of opportunities for outdoor
life. As our people increase in numbers and
in leisure we must have stimulation to
health, and above all the moral value that
comes from association with nature. Every
member of the league is a further soldier in
our ranks, fighting an organized battle for
this vital thing in the Nation.”

In conclusion, I would propose that this
fine building at Waltonian Acres be dedi-
cated to the end that the league undertake
to bring about a unity of purpose among all
conservationists—the unity of purpose re-
quired in our time to hand down the beauty
and natural wealth of our land in as undi-
minished a state as may be possible to those
who succeed us. By mobilizing a unified
private effort through your leadership, much
more can be done than would otherwise be
the case to perpetuate a truly American en-
vironment—one containing open spaces of
fine, green country, where clean, fresh water,
wildlife, and natural beauty may abound to
the enduring benefit of our increasingly
urbanized population.

Questionnaire Results

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HERMAN TOLL

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Friday, June 22, 1962
Mr, TOLL. Mr. Speaker, this week I
announced the results of a poll included

in my April newsletter, which contained
20 questions on current bills pending

‘in this Congress. The mailing went to
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approximately 50,000 constituents by the
postal patron method and over 3,000 re-
plies have been tabulated so far.

The administration trade bill received
a favorable vote of more than 66 per-
cent. Votes for the United Nations loan
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bill reached over 62 percent. The bill
on medical care for the aged under social
security received 75 percent in favor.
President Kennedy’s decision in the nu-
clear testing field was supported by
slightly over 84 percent. However, more
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than 65 percent did not favor Federal
fallout shelters for nonprofit groups for
50 or more persons.

Because I thought the questions and
results would be of interest to the Mem-
bers, I have included them below:

Percent
Yes | No P[n—
Do you favor—
1. H R. 9900, which authorizes the President to reduce tariffs by 50 percent, gunemll;‘. to abolish tarlfls on certain goods and to provide Government
assistance to U.8. industries and workers affected by increased imports?, 66.1 | 24.0 0.0
2. H.R. which authorizes the President to lend up to $100,000,000 to the United Nations? 62,3 | 32.7 5.0
8, 8. 2006, which authorizes appropriation of $4,878,500,000 for military and economic foreign aid? 553 | 33.9| 10.8
4, B.J. Res 29, constitutional amendment abo]ishing the poll tax as a mmmt for voling in national elections?_ 85.0 | 10.7 4.3
5. H.R. 10034, which pm;cnts diseriminatory use of literacy tests asareq ent for voting by declaring all persons with a 6th- grsde education literate Ry e o
for voting purposes?... ...
6. H.R, 4&"2‘17 provides for payment of hospital, nursing home, and other medical costs of persons over 65 who are covered b dy social security?__.| 75.0 | 22.4 2.8
7. H. IL;W. which provides for & Youth Conservation Corps and other training programs and benefits to prepar. unemployed youths for skilled of iV ise .
8. H)‘I’i 10262, which aothorizes Federal myments to nonprofit groups for the construction of approved public fallout shelters for 50 or more persons?..| 24.7 | 65.2 | 10.1
9. Hﬁl{ 1%11%1& Commt;xnniltesl‘}lom Satellite Act of 1062, creating a privately owned corporation to launch and operate worldwide system of communica- aibeilats
on AR A AT S A R TR i
10, 8. 174, wh.ich establishes s national wildernoss preservation system by setting aside 6,800,000 acres in 44 States for recreational PUrPOSes?. . ...-.... 8.9 | 6.5 5.0
11, H.R. lmas, which aut wiretaps of telephone lines in eases involving the national security and serious erimes? 66.5 | 25,7 7.8
12, H.R. 10113 which provides standby authority for the President to accelerate Federal public works programs in times of recession?. o oo ooceeeee 78.5 | 18.2 3.3
13. 8. um, whlch creates & Commission on Noxious and Obscene Matters and Materials to explore means of eombating distribution of pornographie o 1 Fies s
14. H.R. 10144. the Federal Equa] Employment ()pportunities Act, which prohibits discrimination in Federal employment becanse of race, religion,
color, national origin, ANCESITY, OF BERT .. .o eccceccccacacmmaameemmmm - 85.1 | 10.8 4.3
15, President Kennedy's eclsiun for the security of our eountry, ta resurre nuclear testing in the atmosphere If the Soviet Union refuses to signa test
ban agreement with fool-proof guarantees for mutual inspection 2 84.4 | 12.6 3.0
16. ter Federal controls over T'V programing?. 47.9 | 43.2 8.9
17. F e:rsl aid for public elementary and high school “construetion?_________ ... gt R R e 67.1 |1 20.6| 3.4
18. Use of Federal funds to help improve teachers’ salaries 52.0 | 42.7 5.3
19. Use of Federal funds for long-term, interest-bearing loans to private suchools for construetion and renovation?. 40.5 | 45.6 4.9
20. An income tax deduction for tuition payments, by a taxpayer for I his d to relig or charitable contributions, in view
of the importance of an educated citizenry to the security of our muntry" 7.8 | 19.0 3.2

University of Oklahoma Honors
Carl Albert

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ED EDMONDSON

OF OKLAHOMA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, June 22, 1962

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, an-
nually at commencement the University
of Oklahoma awards the distinguished
service citation to a handful of men and
women “who have made positive contri-
butions to human progress through their
devotion to enduring values, and their
unselfish and sustained service to
others.” This spring the citation was
presented to the Honorable CARL ALBERT,
present majority leader of this body.
Today, in recognition of the award and
the man, the University of Oklahoma
alumni are honoring Mr. ALBERT with
a luncheon.

CarL ALBERT has served with distine-
tion in many capacities and has per-
formed with excellence in many activi-
ties. One activity in which he excels is
public speaking. He first achieved rec-
ognition for oratory when he was in his
teens. In 1927, as a high school senior,
CaRL ALBERT won first place in the fourth
national oratorical contest. To win this
contest, which was sponsored by metro-
politan newspapers, CArRL wrote and de-
livered an original 10-minute oration on
the Constitution of the United States.
‘While this address is recognizably that
of an enthusiastic and idealistic young
man, its spirit and its cogency are no less

pertinent today than they were 35 years
ago.

Mr. Speaker, following is the prize-
winning oration which young CaArL
ALBERT delivered before President Calvin
Coolidge and the U.S. Supreme Court on
May 27, 1927:

THE CONSTITUTION
(By CARL ALBERT)

Our Constitution, in the course of its exist-
ence, has weathered many storms
within and without our country. Today, a
new attack against this memorable docu~
ment comes from sunny Italy where there
has arisen a strong dictator, Benito Musso-
lini, who boasts that the Fascistl system of
government is not only the best in Europe
but that it is even superior to that of the
United States. Whether or not his boast is
true as far as Europe is concerned we do not
know.

But for this, our country, we can answer
that notwithstanding the political and
economic convulsions of 140 years, under the
provisions of our Constitution and by virtue
of our Constitution the American people are
enjoying the blessings of the fullest degree of
liberty and freedom and have attained a
measure of material prosperity unequaled by
any other nation.

The essential force which has wrought our
country's great achievements under the Con-
stitution arises out of the wisdom and fore-
thought of our fathers in founding upon
certain tried and well conceived principles
this republican form of government, of, by,
and for the people. By its form of govern-
ment the Constitution places in the Central
Government a degree of authority strong
enough to cope with any national emergency
and to preserve stability throughout the land
though it has reserved to the States their
rightful sovereignties.

Through its scheme of lawmaking, its
methods of amendments, and its judicial in-
terpretation, the Constitution has always

been found sufficiently broad and elastic as
to comprehend and justify every bit of pro-
gressive legislation necessary to meet the
demands of a growing republic without a de-
struction of its framework.

To curb the dangers of irresponsible Gov-
ernment, the Constitutional Convention in-
vented and incorporated within the funda-
mental chart a system of checks and bal-
ances. Under that system officials are
rendered amendable to the people by periodic
elections. By its power of impeachment
Congress can check the arbitrary actions of
the President. By his power of veto the
President can halt unworthy congressional
legislation; while the Supreme Court has
power to forbid the enforcement of laws
violating our beneficlent guarantees. In its
Bill of Rights the Constitution holds the
rights of the individual and the minority to
life, liberty, and property, to privacy of home,
freedom of worshlp, and trial by jury in-
violate. Under these principles during a cen-
tury and a half no dictator has ever held
sway over the United Btates. To the con-
trary, the blessings of liberty have been se-
cured and the people have dictated the pas-
sage of every law by virtue of the sovereign
power which never leaves their hands.

But great as the principles of our Con-
stitution are, many of these principles have
falled in other constitutions to accomplish
their intended results though dedicated to
similar purposes—though conceived in aspi-
rations equally high.

It would seem, therefore, that the explana-
tion for our success is found not only in the
soundness of these principles but in the
adaptability of these sound principles o the
conduct and environment of the people of
this fortunate land of ours—truly termed
“the land of the free and the home of the
brave.,” The spirit of independence coupled
with the self-restraint that had grown out
of the life of the American pioneer, the
thorough endorsement by public opinion of
the Bill of Rights and Magna Carta, prin-
ciples bought by the blood of the followers
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of Washington became the soul and embodi-
ment of the Constitution of the United
States.

This Constitution, unlike most written
constitutions, was not an instrument full
of utoplan promises built to encompass the
people with an artificial framework. It
was rather the result of the long and ear-
nest deliberation of a duly selected and au-
thorized group of practical statesmen—a
machine with its ultimate source of energy
and power in the people, constructed to
operate effectively with the spirit and life
of the Nation, adjusted to the thought and
the behavior of the people, dedicated to the
sublime purpose—the attainment of the
needs and desires of the people.

In view of these facts it is no wonder
that the people of the United States in their
daily lives—the American boy and his teach-
er at school, the American mother with her
little babe in the home, and that great body
of American workers and producers as it
lends its efforts to a nation’s progress—all
rest assured that the ultimate application of
the law of the land will furnish an adequate
defense and protection.

My fellow countrymen, if our achieve-
ments under the Constitution result from
the exemplification of its great truths and
principles in the lives and conduct of our
people then Iif we intend to realize the
boundless hopes before us we must keep
ever aflame in the American heart the spirit
and ideals of the patriot of '87. Through
we rejoice in the knowledge that our Con-
stitution has enabled us to make unprece-
dented material achievements yet we must
never lose sight of the undeniable truth
that the greatest heritage passed to us
through this Constitution is the sacred guar-
antee of individual liberty and the right of
the people to republican form of govern-
ment.

Then lest we would sink to a pagan ma-
terialism let us revere, and protect this
priceless heritage. Let us think the thoughts
of those who built the nation. Then lest
the wolves of faction force us to anarchy
and civil decay let us be ever watchful of
those who seek to change the Constitution at
every turn of public passion. Sound prog-
ress must and will be made within the terms
of this bulwark of our liberties. In this,
our onward march, let there be no spirit
of sluggish reaction but holding high the
torch of patriotism in peace as in war we
shall combat the insidious enemies of our
unity and prosperity. With the bodyguard
of commonsense and the weapon of reason
let us flout and expose the false propaganda
of those who seek to overthrow the priceless
charter of our liberties. Then will our pos-
terity be able to achieve the admitted pos-
sibilities of constitutional government.
Then will “the mystic chords of memory
stretching from every battlefield and patriot
grave to every heart and hearthstone in this
broad land still swell the chorus of union.”

An Analysis of the Herlong-Baker Bills
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Mr. BAEKER. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorD I include therein an
analysis of the Herlong-Baker bills (H.R.
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2030 and H.R. 2031), prepared by the
staff of the Committee on Ways and
Means pursuant to requests for com-
ments by various Members of Congress
and other interested parties:

THE HERLONG-BAKER BILLs, 87TH CONGRESS

Over the past several years, a great deal
of interest has centered upon a series of ap-
proximately identical bills which provide
substantial, scheduled tax reduction in all
areas except excises. This legislation, which
is currently commonly referred to as the
Herlong-Baker bill, goes back to legislation
introduced in the 86th Congress by Con-
gressman HerLoNG (H.R. 3000) and Con-
gressman Baxer (H.R. 3001). The hills are
broadly similar to bills introduced still
earlier by Congressman HerLonG and Con-
gressman Sadlak,

In the present session, the bills of this
type are: H.R. 2030, Congressman HERLONG;
H.ER. 2031, Congressman Baxer; H.R. 2200,
Congressman ALGER; H.R. 35635, Congressman
HarLn, HR. 3726, Congressman ApaR;, H.R.
4007, Congressman RosisoN; H.R. 5529, Con-
gressman FisHEr; H.R. 6087, Congressman
Frazier; H.R. 6482, Congressman FINDLEY;
H.ER. 7136, Congressman DErROUNIAN; and
H.R. 12088, Congressman MACGREGOR.

I. BRIEF DESCRIFTION

The bills provide for substantial reduction
on a gradual basis in the rates of individual
and corporate income tax, a gradual speedup
in allowance of depreciation deductions, and
immediately, a reduction in estate and gift
taxes and a deferral of tax on capital gains
which are reinvested in other capital assets.

II. DETAILED DESCRIPTION
A. Individual income tazes

The bills provide a schedule of reductions
in individual income taxes. In the first sur-
tax bracket, this reduction will be 25 percent
(i.e., 5 percentage points, from 20 percent to
15 percent). In most of the higher brackets,
the reduction in the rate is 50 percent. The
rate changes are such that the percentage
of reduction increases as income increases
s0 that at an income of about $60,000, joint
return, the total reduction is 50 percent and
it remains close to 50 percent in higher
brackets. The top surtax rate would be re-
duced 44 percentage points—from 91 percent
to 47 percent.

Another way to describe the rate changes
in the higher surtax brackets iz to say that
the progressive element in each rate, the
part above the first bracket rate, is reduced
on the average by 70 percent. The rate, for
example, which 1s now 72 percent is 52 per-
centage points higher than the first bracket
rate. Under the bills, it is reduced to 30
percent which is only 15 points above the
new first bracket rate of 156 percent.

The bills provide that the individual rate
reduction will take place in five nearly equal
installments. Each installment after the
first can be postponed by the President for
a period up to 1 year. If one installment
is postponed in this way, all of the subse-
quent installments are automatically post-
poned without reducing their own potential
postponement of 1 year. The maximum post-
ponement would stretch from 5 to 9 years,
the period over which the full reduction
would come into effect. The mechanics of
the postponement are discussed below.

B. Corporate income tazes

The bills provide a b-point reduction in
the combined corporate tax, 52 to 47 percent.
Three points would be taken off the corpo-
rate normal tax, now 30 percent, and two
points would be taken off the corporate sur-
tax, now 22 percent of income over $25,000.
The corporate rate reduction is also sched-
uled over 5 years and by postponements
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could be stretched to 8 years. The normal
tax reduction comes first.

C. Depreciation revision

The bills provide maximum useful lives of
property for depreciation purposes for build-
ings of 30 years (now about 50 years), and
for equipment broken into five broad cate-
gories ranging from 3 to 12 years (now lives
g0 up to 33 years). The shorter lives would
apply only to new property (not property
now on hand and not used property). The
reduction in useful lives shall apply only
to the extent of one-fifth for property ac-
quired in the first year, two-fifths for prop-
erty acquired in the second year, etc., g0 as
to be fully effective for property acquired in
the fifth year after enactment and all suc-
ceeding years.

When property subject to the new faster
depreciation is sold, any gain will be taxed
as ordinary income except to the extent it
exceeds original cost.

D, Capital gains

The capital gains change provided in the
bill is the so-called rollover proposal, Cap-
ital gains will not be recognized (l.e., will
not be taxable), to the extent that the pro-
ceeds from the assets sold are reinvested dur-
ing the year In other capital assets. To the
extent that gains are not recognized because
of this rule, the basis of the assets acquired
is reduced. To {illustrate, assume A sold
during the year, for $10,000, stock costing
$5,000 and bought new stock for $09,000. A
gain of $1,000 would be recognized and the
new stock would be treated for tax purposes
as having cost 85,000.

E. Estate and gift tazes

The bills provide a reduction in the estate
and gift tax rates of approximately 40 per-
cent. Gift tax rates now range from 214
to 573 percent, estate tax from 3 to 77 per-
cent. The bills do not change the credit for
State death taxes so that on medium and
larger estates the net Federal estate tax
would be reduced by about 50 percent.

F. Procedure for postponement of individual
and corporate rate reductions

By November 15, if the President finds that
the rate reductions scheduled for the follow-
ing year would involve a budget deficit he
could, by Executive order, postpone the re-
ductions to July 1. In his budget message,
he could recommend a further postpone-
ment to next January 1. Congress, by joint
resolution before May 15, could require the
reductions in the individual and/or ecorpo-
rate rates to come into effect July 1. In the
absence of congressional action, the Presi-
dent can postpone the reduction to next
January 1, if necessary to preserve budgetary
balance. When a rate reduction has been
postponed for a year, that rate cannot be
further postponed, but all subsequent au-
tomatic reductions are set back 1 year.

III, BASIC ARGUMENTS FOR THE BILL

The supporters of the bill emphasize two
basic arguments:

a. Forward Scheduling of Tax Reduction:
The argument is made that under present
circumstances with more or less fixed tax
rates there is a tendency for the Government
to anticipate revenues and devise expendi-
ture programs to use up the money. It is
claimed that if the Congress schedules rate
reduction on a forward basis, the knowledge
that not so much revenue will be aviilable
will force the holding down of expenditures
to what is coming in,

b. Incentives: The argument is made
that the pattern of rate reduction provided
in the bill, by reducing the degree of pro-
gressivity in individual rates and by reducing
business taxes, taxes on capital gains and on
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estates, will provide such a stimulus to eco-
nomic growth that the revenue loss will be
offset by the resultant growth of the tax
base.

If the bills were enacted applicable to
the calendar year 1962, the revenue impact
would be approximately $31, billlon, just
about the same as the increase in revenue

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

due to the growth of the gross national prod-
uct, the one offsetting the other if not ap-
propriated by the Congress and spent by the
executive departments,

Nearly 60 percent of the reduction would
fall in taxable income brackets below $6,000
per year; only 6 percent in the brackets
above $50,000 per year.

June 22, 1962

. Since so many high Government officials
and so many segments of our economy are
discussing imminent tax reductions *‘across
the board” and from “top to bottom,” this
would seem to be a propitious time for
serious consideration and adoption of this
method of substantial scheduled tax re-
duction.
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